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February 7, 2020 
 
TxDOT Houston District Office 
Director of Project Development 
P.O. Box 1386 
Houston, TX 77251-1386 
 
Dear Director, 
 
On behalf of Central Houston, Inc. (CHI), we offer this letter of support to the Texas Department 
of Transportation (TxDOT) for the North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP).  We 
believe that the NHHIP provides a significant improvement over the current highway system with 
better future vehicular and transit access to the central city.  Nevertheless, the project should also 
improve, wherever possible, the quality of life for nearby residents, businesses large and small, 
and visitors.  Please receive the following comments as part of the public record specific to the 
Draft Technical Reports and Updated Design Schematics pertinent to the Final Environment 
Impact Statement (FEIS).  CHI also requests TxDOT consider the Participating Agency 
comments provided under separate cover by the Houston Downtown Management District. 
 
CHI requests TxDOT consider and incorporate the following comments during the preparation of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), the Record of Decision (ROD), and 
subsequent re-evaluation during project design. 
 
1. Chenevert Street (Elgin to Alabama) – Per the December 2019 Schematics, Chenevert 

transitions from 5 lanes to 1 lane over a 5-block stretch.  A simplified 2-way street relative to 
the frontage system and connections to SH-288 is warranted.  Surplus ROW should be made 
available to the local government with appropriate jurisdiction. 

 
2. Cleburne Street – Cleburne has not been extended over IH-69 between Almeda Road and La 

Branch Street per community requests.  CHI assumes these requests will be reconciled 
during the re-evaluation process for the design-bid-build process of the Midtown trench. 

 
3. Cleburne Cap – Along with the extension of Cleburne, the cap structure requested by local 

leaders and the community at-large has not been incorporated in the Schematics. CHI 
assumes the Cleburne cap will be reconciled during the re-evaluation process. 

 
CHI appreciates the opportunity to provide these specific comments to TxDOT.  CHI looks 
forward to continued engagement with TxDOT on this transformational project.  Lastly and based 
on the current public engagement conducted by the Planning & Development Department, CHI 
supports Mayor Turner as his administration advances the City’s recommendations to TxDOT. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Robert M. Eury 
President 
 
cc: Eliza Paul, District Engineer, Texas Department of Transportation 
cc: Mayor Sylvester Turner, City of Houston 
cc: Jonathan Brinsden, Chairperson, Central Houston, Inc.  

 



From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Amanda Austin; "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: HDMD Comments - NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report, Draft Cumulative Impacts

Technical Report, and Updated Design Schematics (December 2019)
Date: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:20:15 AM
Attachments: 200207_HDMD letter_NHHIP Draft Technical Report_Comments_FINAL.pdf

For the Record - Houston Downtown Management District (HDMD) comments
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:40 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: HDMD Comments - NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report, Draft
Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, and Updated Design Schematics (December 2019)
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 

From:  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 12:44 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Cc: Eliza Paul <Eliza.Paul@txdot.gov>; Sylvester Turner - MYR  Leslie
Ashby ; Lonnie Hoogeboom 
Subject: HDMD Comments - NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report, Draft
Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, and Updated Design Schematics (December 2019)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

To Whom It May Concern at TxDot:
 
Attached are comments from the Houston Downtown Management District (HDMD) in regard to the
above subject.
 
Feel free to contact Lonnie Hoogeboom with any questions.
 
Regards,
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Bob
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February 7, 2020 
 
 
TxDOT Houston District Office 
Director of Project Development 
P.O. Box 1386 
Houston, TX 77251-1386 
 
 
RE:  Comments – North Houston Highway Improvement Project – Community Impacts Assessment Technical 

Report, Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, and Updated Design Schematics (December 2019) 
 
Comments below are specific to Segment 3 of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP).  
“No Comments” are submitted for Segments 1 and 2 or the extreme southern and northern limits of Segment 
3 as these areas are beyond the jurisdiction of the Houston Downtown Management District (HDMD).  
Comments are organized by project’s geography and counter-clockwise from southeast Downtown, with 
corresponding highway and/or surface streets indicated. 
 
A. Southeast Quadrant of Downtown / IH-45 & IH-69 interchange 
 

1. HDMD requests clarification of landscape and opportunity/benefit of storm water detention, either 
TxDOT or City of Houston (COH), in the triangular area between aerial ramps of IH-45 and IH-69, 
from Gray Street to Pease Street. 

 
B. Eastern Downtown / IH-45 & IH-69 

 
1. HDMD requests TxDOT coordinate with COH and local area agencies to signalize Leeland Street as a 

two-way facility from Emancipation Avenue in EaDo to Louisiana Street in Downtown. 
 

2. HDMD supports the re-routing of Polk Street to the Lamar Street U-turn bridge, providing the IH-69 
northbound exit ramp a longer queue distance and providing additional connections between EaDo 
and Downtown.  

 
a. HDMD requests the existing bike lane on Polk Street be mitigated or restored in this alignment as 

a grade-separated pedestrian/bicycle crossing between Downtown and EaDo. 
 

3. HDMD supports the proposed southbound frontage street between Commerce & Leeland Streets, 
where it connects with and continues as the existing Hamilton Street.  This new arterial provides 
greatly improved street connectivity for Downtown, EaDo, Second Ward and the East End. 

 
a. This street’s name is to be coordinated between TxDOT and COH. 

 
b. The traffic signalization and turn movements for all intersections along the new southbound 

arterial and the northbound St. Emanuel are to be coordinated between TxDOT and COH. 
 



February 7, 2020 
Page 2 
 
 

c. East of the existing Hamilton Street, HDMD requests TxDOT and COH consider 2-way traffic for 
the east-west streets that serve the proposed highway frontage streets to support turn 
movements into Downtown and EaDo. 

 
d. HDMD supports the concept of rebuilding IH-69 main lane and HOV exit ramps onto Jackson 

Street, as the current condition, rather than HOV lanes to Jackson and main lanes to existing 
Hamilton Street.  This exiting alignment should be considered during the re-evaluation protocol 
for Segment 3.  Further coordination with COH and HDMD as to the functionality of Jackson 
(Commerce to Congress) and potential abandonment of Hamilton (Commerce to Texas) will 
require further analysis. 

 
4. As an existing two-way street in EaDo with relatively modest traffic volumes yet proposed as a one-

way northbound arterial, HDMD requests TxDOT coordinate with COH, the East Downtown 
Management District and Tax Increment Reinvestment Zones No. 15, 3 and 24 the full rebuild of the 
St. Emanuel streetscape — including but not limited to public utilities (storm drainage, sanitary 
drainage, water supply), private utilities, signalized intersections, roadway, sidewalks, crosswalks, 
landscape, and street lighting — between Gray & Commerce. 

 
5. HDMD supports the concept of a capped public space over the trenched IH-45 & IH-69 between 

Lamar & Commerce Streets.  In particular, the east-west cap streets as structurally integral bridges 
are beneficial multi-modal connectivity components of the proposed project plan. 

 
a. HDMD requests clarification from TxDOT as to the opportunity for other parties to construct 

low-scale facilities over the cap and the timeline necessary for this development planning to 
proceed.  This request should also be considered in terms of TxDOT’s ability to negotiate 
relocations of displaced businesses that currently occupy private parcels between the existing 
Chartres and St. Emanuel corridors, in the area required for the NHHIP right-of-way acquisition. 

 
6. As an existing two-way street between northern Downtown and the Greater East End, HDMD does 

not support the closure of Runnels Street with connections to McKee Street, the reconstructed 
Elysian Viaduct, and Navigation Boulevard.  HDMD requests further review of prior suggestions by 
HDMD and others to grade-separate Runnels below the existing West Belt freight rail and proposed 
IH-45 and IH-69 main lanes and ingress / egress ramps.  NOTE: With the current reconstruction of 
the Elysian Viaduct providing a new at-grade intersection at the McKee-to-Runnels transition, a 
Runnels tunnel across the highway and rail rights-of-way would maintain existing neighborhood 
connectivity and provide East End and Second Ward residents and businesses a direct connection 
with Downtown and the Elysian Viaduct (Hardy Toll Road), and vice versa.  TxDOT highway 
structural and detention components need to be positioned to clear a future grade-separated 
Runnels Street connection. 

 
C. Northeast Quadrant of Downtown / IH-10 & IH-45 & IH-69 
 

1. HDMD requests TxDOT coordinate with COH the rebuild of the eastbound (EB) frontage street 
between Clark and Meadow Streets, serving the East End and Fifth Ward communities. 

 
2. HDMD requests further review and planning coordination with TxDOT and COH for the eastern end 

of Nance Street.  The NHHIP plans indicate Nance is terminated from the current connection to 
Jensen Street.  HDMD requests a new Nance connection be restored.  While the specific street 
alignment through grade-separation and column-supported elevated highway structures is not 
clearly evident, HDMD requests that TxDOT explore an alternative design during the design re-
evaluation and construction period, an alignment that connects Nance to Rothwell. 
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D. Northern Downtown / IH-10 & IH-45 
 

1. Where the Elysian Viaduct is currently being reconstructed by TxDOT, a pedestrian bridge is shown 
to the east of the Viaduct.  HDMD requests TxDOT clarify the access route to the pedestrian bridge 
from sidewalks along Providence and Rothwell as both streets are grade-separated under the UPRR. 

 
2. COH has platted a right-of-way for the extension of North San Jacinto from the current intersection at 

IH-10 ingress and egress frontage streets (EB Rothwell and WB Providence) to Fulton Street at the 
Burnett Street intersection in the Greater Northside.  HDMD & COH are evaluating grade-separated 
extensions which will require ROW and street coordination during the re-evaluation, design and 
construction process. 

 
3. HDMD requests COH and TxDOT determine with HDMD the future street configurations in the area of 

“Surplus ROW” of the existing IH-10 alignment.  The establishment of new public right-of-way 
necessarily precedes the disposition of TxDOT surplus parcels and their potential combination with 
existing parcel ownerships. 

 
4. HDMD requests clarification as to acceptable land usage under the elevated portions of IH-10 and IH-

45 lanes between North San Jacinto extension and Main Street, accessed from either the Providence 
or Rothwell frontage streets.  HDMD also requests similar clarification as to land usage under the 
elevated highways in areas west of Main Street, particularly with respect to the recreational and 
parking needs of UH-Downtown and with respect to White Oak Bayou. 

 
5. HDMD requests the reconstruction of the McKee and Hardy Street bridges over IH-10 to be of 

sufficient width to include pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and designed/ operated as low-speed 
signalized intersections with Providence and Rothwell frontage streets. 

 
6. HDMD requests bike signalization be incorporated into the traffic signalizations at McKee and Hardy 

as they are both part of an existing bicycle corridor. 
 

7. The existing alignment of Rothwell Street is modified in the plan schematics to interact with new EB 
frontage in tight proximity to the IH-10 exit ramp and McKee Street.  HDMD views this as an unsafe 
intersection.  Further, HDMD is advancing plans for the northern end of Downtown that propose the 
abandonment of existing Rothwell alignment from north San Jacinto eastward.  Item to be 
coordinated with TxDOT during re-evaluation process. 

 
8. HDMD requests TxDOT re-evaluate an extension of connecting the WB frontage road from Meadow 

Street to Jensen Drive, below elevated IH-69 main lanes, HOV lanes and related interchange ramps. 
 

9. Due to the loss of the existing Jensen exit from IH-10 EB, HDMD supports the community requests 
from Fifth Ward leadership and others to provide a new EB exit from IH-10 to Gregg Street.  Item to 
be included in the re-evaluation process. 

 
a. With the loss of the existing Jensen exit from IH-10 EB, HDMD anticipates exiting volumes to the 

new frontage road will increase.  With the first intersection at McKee, followed by Hardy, HDMD 
expressly requests these intersections be signalized to moderate highway exiting speeds to local 
streets serving Downtown. 

 
E. Northwest Quadrant of Downtown / IH-10 & IH-45 and Downtown Connector 
 

1. With the proposed realignment of IH-10 and the associated connectors to Smith and Louisiana 
streets, HDMD requests TxDOT consider the area north of the former Post Office site and UPRR as 
surplus right-of-way for new development. 
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F. Western Downtown / Downtown Connector (DC) 
 
1. South of Memorial Drive and the associated Capitol / Rusk frontage streets, HDMD has previously 

reviewed with TxDOT and COH a proposed alignment of Houston Avenue that connects southward to 
the Allen Parkway/ Heiner intersection.  HDMD believes this proposed street system enhances 
connectivity between Downtown and the Washington Avenue corridor, Sixth Ward, First Ward and 
the Heights neighborhoods.  HDMD requests a re-evaluation of the Houston/ Heiner Connection with 
respect to the DC exit to Allen Parkway.  

 
a. HDMD has analyzed with Walter P. Moore (WPM) a traffic study to validate travel routes 

through this area.  After analyzing the projected conditions and traffic, WPM recommended 
the following: 

 
• Allen Parkway/ Houston/ DC exit ramp - provide dual southbound lefts (left only plus 

left thru lane). 
 

• Memorial/ Houston – provide EB to SB right turn bay at signalized intersection. The 
scope of this intersection’s design is at the limits of the schematic diagram and requires 
further coordination with COH and HDMD as a two-tier interchange rather than the 
existing three-tier. 

 
2. HDMD requests TxDOT evaluate the ramp length of the Allen Parkway exit from the southbound DC. 

HDMD requests the ramp come to grade on the north side of Buffalo Bayou and limit the amount of 
column supports within the bayou floodway. 

 
G. Southwest Quadrant of Downtown / Andrews Street 
 

1. The community has requested HDMD advance internally and with TxDOT alternatives for restored 
neighborhood connectivity between Downtown and the Fourth Ward plus improved connections 
between Midtown and Buffalo Bayou Park.  HDMD has previewed these alternatives with TxDOT 
personnel and the NHHIP consultants.  Herein, HDMD offers additional commentary for the project’s 
record. 

 
a. The community consensus is that a cap along the north side of the proposed Andrews Street 

pedestrian bridge would be beneficial to the community as a civic gathering point.  
Freedman’s Town/Fourth Ward is anticipated to receive a Unesco World Heritage Site 
designation in the near future and the cap offers a gateway opportunity to this district. 

 
b. Regarding lane count along Heiner SB, HDMD requests the turn movements into the Fourth 

Ward streets of Saulnier, Robin, Andrews, Ruthven and Cleveland be equalized so that 
Andrews does not receive a disproportionate load of vehicles, potentially impacting the 
historic pavers on this narrow street.  Per the Updated Design Schematics, the lane count on 
Heiner reduces from 3 lanes to 2 lanes just past Andrews, sending more vehicles down 
Andrews through a forced right-hand turn.  HDMD requests TxDOT re-evaluate Heiner as 
two lanes southbound (SB) past the West Dallas intersection.  

 
H. Southern Downtown 
 

1. HDMD supports the structural preservation and repurposing of the existing IH-45 Pierce Elevated 
across southern Downtown.  As rehabilitated infrastructure with the possibility for aerial grade-
separated connections across Downtown and Midtown, back and forth from EaDo and Third Ward to 
the Fourth Ward Andrews Cap/ Heiner green belt, HDMD sees the potential for this to become a 
landmark corridor with significant positive economic impact. 
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2. HDMD requests a signalized intersection at Heiner/ St. Joseph and Heiner/ Pierce in the transition to 
Midtown segment of Bagby Street.  Item requires further coordination COH during re-evaluation 
process. 

 
I. General Comments 

 
1. For the extents of the Downtown Connector (west Downtown and Buffalo Bayou), HDMD requests 

TxDOT design and construct highway structures with minimal ground level impacts.  The use of 
segmented highway bridging and broadly spaced mono-point single columns — or better — is 
expressly requested across this key visual asset of Segment 3. 

 
2. While separate projects by other agencies, TxDOT should fully collaborate with Gulf Coast Rail 

District (GCRD) and Harris Country Toll Road Authority (HCTRA) as other rail and toll road projects 
are inter-related with the NHHIP. 

 
a. Specifically, urban and landscape design of detention sites for highway, rail and toll road projects 

should be raised to the highest level as central city amenities — as activated, well-natured, wet-
bottomed facilities that can be utilized by the residents and businesses impacted by the 
respective infrastructure projects. 

 
b. These detention sites should be understood by TxDOT, HCTRA, GCRD, COH, and related local 

area agencies in terms of their maintenance and operations, including the beneficial connections 
to Bayou Greenway trails and proximal pedestrian / bicycle facilities.   

 
c. The area known as the “South Canal” just east of the North Canal should be considered for “in-

line” detention so that trail connections can extend through the site with low-sloping land used 
for recreational purposes. 

 
3. As Segment 3 of the NHHIP is awarded to a design-build contractor and construction activities 

initiated, HDMD requests continued collaboration to appropriately message the temporary traffic 
control plans such that the Downtown workforce, residents and visitors are kept apprised of the 
project’s construction status through the HDMD weekly “Street Closure” email communication. 

 
4. As HDMD is responsible for Downtown’s vehicular and pedestrian wayfinding systems, the timely 

updates to those message panels and the associated maps will be the administered throughout future 
Service and Improvement Plans and Assessment Plans of the HDMD. 

 
5. Respective of the previous Comment, HDMD requests TxDOT continue to honor the long-standing 

agreement to minimize highway located signage to “Downtown Destinations” and specific street 
exits, so as to moderate the number of signage requests from multiple Downtown stakeholders 
seeking “highway markers.” 

 
6. HDMD requests TxDOT coordinate with COH on the standard lane width and required lane counts for 

all highway to surface street connections. Wherever possible, HDMD errs on the side of narrower 
lane widths, fewer lane counts, and signalized intersections with short crosswalk distances, all in an 
effort to moderate vehicular speeds and promote safe conditions for all modes and all users. 

 
7. Respective to noise abatement strategies and the installation of noise barrier and/ or aesthetic walls 

adjacent to the NHHIP right-of-way, HDMD requests detailed review during the design and 
engineering process to engage with TxDOT and affected stakeholders requesting the installation of 
such walls within the Downtown limits of Segment 3, as these could impact the Civic Opportunities 
being advanced by HDMD. 
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8. As feasible during the preparation of FEIS planning documents, HDMD requests Participating Agency 
session(s) with TxDOT and COH to review all signalized traffic intersections in proximity to the 
NHHIP limits. 

 
9. At the appropriate design and engineering phase following the Record of Decision(ROD), HDMD 

requests detailed information as to required land size, general locations, required access and general 
equipment specifications for storm water pump stations.  As well, similar information is requested 
for storm water pump stations that serve any trenched portion in Segment 3. 

 
10. At the appropriate design and engineering phase following the ROD, HDMD requests detailed 

information as to required mechanical exhaust systems and emergency egress routes associated with 
the Downtown / EaDo cap area. 

 
11. In the capacity as a Participating Agency with TxDOT for the NHHIP, continued coordination is 

warranted to ensure the above Comments, related issues, and new issues yet to be revealed are 
jointly addressed throughout the various Segment 3 phases of design and engineering, and further 
throughout the anticipated and actual letting schedule for bidding and construction, and further in 
coordination the prospective future of the array of Civic Opportunities advanced by HDMD and other 
parties. 

 
HDMD appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to TxDOT in the preparation and release of 
the FEIS.  HDMD looks forward to the continued Participating Agency collaboration with TxDOT for the 
duration of the NHHIP.  Please do not hesitate to contact me or Lonnie Hoogeboom, copied below, in these 
and related matters.  Finally, HDMD offers the full support to TxDOT in the pursuit of the ROD and future 
design, engineering, letting, and construction of Segment 3 of the North Houston Highway Improvement 
Project. 
 
Sjncerely, 

 
Robert M. Eury 
President/ CEO 
 
 
cc:  Eliza Paul, District Engineer, Texas Department of Transportation 
cc:  Mayor Sylvester Turner, City of Houston 
cc:  Leslie Ashby, President of the Board, Houston Downtown Management District 
cc:  Lonnie Hoogeboom, Director of Planning & Design, Houston Downtown Management District 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 2:05 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Knowles, Roy; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: NORTH HOUSTON HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (NHHIP) segment 1

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 8:21 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NORTH HOUSTON HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (NHHIP) segment 1 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: arnold abramson   
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 2:12 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NORTH HOUSTON HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (NHHIP) segment 1 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

We own the property at 7400 north freeway 77076. The proposed txdot project for the 45 north highway improvement 
is NOT cost effective and should be abandoned before any more money is wasted. It will displace and disrupt businesses 
and decrease land values and also displace individuals. Thank you for allowing me to comment.  
 
Arnold Abramson 
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 10:37 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2020 1:56 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Jeff Adams   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 11:26 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
The plan to move I-45 to the other side of the downtown area is a monstrously bad plan.  I urge you not to do this. 
 
Houston is too prone to flooding, and this plan will ensure that at least three freeways are made impassable by an event 
like Harvey. 
 
Additionally, the construction will be extremely disruptive to the area.  Temporarily redirected traffic will result in 
accidents and likely fatalities.  The 7 billion dollar price tag will end up being substantially higher due to cost over 
runs.  The economic impact to the community will likely be even higher.  This project would be destructive, not an 
improvement. 
 
Thank you, 
Jeff Adams 
 
UNIFLUX®/Exotherm 
Quality Heaters Since 1957 
888 Wilcrest Drive 
Houston, Tx 77042 
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ph. 713-981-9100 x 112 
fax 713-981-7081 

 
 
 
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 2, 2020 1:23 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: Highway 45 Expansion Concerns-Houston, TX

FYI 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 12:55 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>; Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Highway 45 Expansion Concerns-Houston, TX 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Afemanl   
Sent: Monday, December 30, 2019 4:26 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc:  
Subject: Highway 45 Expansion Concerns-Houston, TX 
 
TO:  TXDot 
  
SUBJECT:  Objection to the expansion of Highway 45 near Downtown Houston 
  
FROM: -Lydia Afeman, taxpayer, and property owner in the path of destruction, 312-
953-2157 
  
CC: Major Media Publication and News Stations 
  
Dear TXDot.org, 
  
The solution to Houston’s congested highways is not to build more of them to congest 
but to build a sustainable rail or metro system that offers other options to 
commute.  We need an L similar to Chicago’s where passengers can travel to and from 
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work, from the suburbs to the city and back, to our two major airports, downtown, the 
medical center, and our most-visited cities; Austin, San Antonio, and Dallas. Studies 
show building more highways decrease the use of existing public transportation, 
making the situation even worse.   
  
If common sense does not prevail over greed, then Houston is destined to be one of 
the unhealthiest cities in the world. If Houston wants to be known as the city of smog, 
pollution, high morbidity, and mortality, with the largest population of people stricken 
with asthma, respiratory diseases, COPD, dementia, and cancer, then, by all means, 
go ahead and expand Highway 45 to 50 lanes if that will please the oil and gas industry 
CEOs.    
  
Ignoring the major health risks and environmental impacts of highway expansions is no 
different than the NRA and our government ignoring the mass school shootings with 
automated weapons that are terrorizing and traumatizing our children.   
  
We don’t need more SUVs, Dodge Rams, and eighteen-wheelers burning gas, oil, and 
diesel. If Houston wants to be viewed as a progressive, environmentally friendly city 
that truly cares about their citizens’ health and wellbeing, then expand our rail system 
and public transportation as these nine countries have already accomplished.   
  
https://www.cnn.com/travel/article/world-best-metro-systems/index.html 
  
https://meetingoftheminds.org/the-case-against-freeway-expansion-30830 
  
Houston is already experiencing devastating floods as a result of poor land 
management and climate change. Highway 45 will increase the already horrific 
flooding issues by destroying our limited and ever-shrinking green space. If we do this, 
we may as well plan in advance to stock up on body bags, rescue boats and ask 
Mattress Mac to invite the Cajun Navy to move to Houston.     
  
Hundreds and thousands of published articles and studies have demonstrated how 
expanding highways destroys the environment, wildlife, rivers, streams, and inner 
cities’ lower-income neighborhoods.  The expansions of highways in the inner cities 
discriminate against minorities and the poor.    
  
When the expansion of the Memorial Park recreation areas is finished, the air quality 
will be so poor that the park goers will have to wear breathing apparatuses.  
  
Have our elected officials not paid attention to the recommendation commonly issued 
by environmental policy organizations that citizens are to not live within 200 meters of 
a highway?  (Two hundred meters is 656 feet, or 218 yards, the equivalent of two 
football fields.)  
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Numerous studies show a connection between highway pollution and cardiac disease, 
pulmonary disease, childhood leukemia, and lung cancer.  Benzine, butadiene, and 
particle-bound polycyclic aromatic carbons are some of the carcinogens emitted by 
vehicles.  Diesel soot is particularly carcinogenic and people who live near freeways 
are exposed to twenty-five times more soot particulate pollution. 
  
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK361807/ 
  
The solution to Houston’s congested highways is not to build more; it’s to use new 
technology and concepts to create a beautiful, healthy, safe city that doesn’t 
compromise the health of its residents.  If we don’t protect our environment and do 
everything we can to prevent climate change, then Houston will soon flood constantly, 
driving out people and businesses.  You won’t need those highways.   
  
Sincerely,  
  
  
Lydia M Afeman 
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February 7, 2020 
  
   
TxDOT Houston District Office  
Director of Project Development   
P.O. Box 1386   
Houston, Texas 77251  
 
Via Email to HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov 
 

  
Re:  North Houston Highway Improvement Project – Public Comments to be Added to 
Administrative Record on the Draft “Final” Community Impacts Technical Report and 
Draft “Final” Cumulative Impacts Technical Report  
  
Dear Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E. and Mr. Henry, P.E.:  
  
We write on behalf of the undersigned organizations that have reviewed the draft Cumulative 
Impacts and draft Community Impacts Technical Reports for the North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project (NHHIP).  These organizations, as expressed by these comments, continue 
to have serious concerns that the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is not complying 
with the mandate of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 1   Specifically, in the 
conclusion of the Cumulative Impacts report (a report that incredibly finds no adverse air or water 
quality impacts from this $7 billion infrastructure project), TxDOT states: 

 
The proposed project maintains urban development trends that result in both 
beneficial and adverse impacts to community resources from large infrastructure 
projects; those trends are not likely to be substantially changed by this project. 

 
The trends referenced in the conclusion were discussed in detail in the Community Resources RSA 
where TxDOT agreed that a history of inherent racism in infrastructure decisions have negatively 
impacted these same communities.  TxDOT then fails to make a connection to the way that the 
“Preferred Alternative” would repeat those grave mistakes:  
 

During the booming 1950s, parts of the Community RSA, particularly the Third, 
Fourth, and Fifth Wards, remained without adequate paving and drainage (Shelton 
2017b). These predominantly black communities received little public support, if 
any, for improvements to their parks, schools, or hospitals, and the construction of 
freeways threatened their already vulnerable communities. The construction of I-
45 through downtown Houston started in the 1950s, with the Pierce Elevated 
opening in 1967. This section of I-45 displaced nearly 560 residences and 
businesses through Downtown and parts of the Third Ward, in addition to causing 

                                                 
1 In addition, we adopt and incorporate by reference into these comments the comments provided by the Sierra 

Club on January 31, 2020. In particular, we adopt and incorporate the Sierra Club’s references to the failure by TxDOT 
to abide by the procedural and regulatory framework articulated for compliance with NEPA.   

mailto:HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov?subject=NHHIP%20CIA%20feedback
mailto:HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov?subject=NHHIP%20CIA%20feedback
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widespread turnover of neighborhood land uses (Shelton 2017b). Most of the 
displaced residents in the Third Ward were renters with little legal power to contest 
the displacements. Overall, much of the right-of-way for Houston’s downtown 
freeways consisted of residential structures, with smaller impacts on commercial 
and industrial enterprises (Slotboom 2013).2 
 

Similarly, in the Cumulative Impacts draft report, TXDOT agrees that “major construction of 
infrastructure in downtown areas . . . may have created adverse impacts on community facilities.”3  
The report goes further by stating “[w]ithin the temporal analysis timeframe, Houston has seen a 
continued trend of population and economic growth that has generated infrastructure construction 
and urban development.  Such development prompted the gradual mobilization of community 
activism in opposition to past unjust development practices and inequitable infrastructure 
projects.”4  Yet, after all of this, these technical reports fail to articulate the implied conclusion that 
this infrastructure project simply repeats the historical racism, and negative consequences for these 
environmental justice communities, instead relying on the idea that economic development in the 
area will be viewed as a net positive to communities not even impacted by this proposal.    
 
Rather than using this project or the environmental impact statement process to right past wrongs 
or provide for infrastructure in line with that requested in various Livable Center studies or other 
community focused plans, TxDOT has concluded that the selected alternative is the only alternative 
and has begun investing dollars into mitigation. 
 
 NEPA is not meant to simply be a report—but a study to influence and provide guidance to 
decisionmakers prior to them making the decision.  These reports demonstrate that TxDOT has 
failed in meeting NEPA’s mandate to propose alternatives with less impacts for decision makers 
to consider.    
 
 Continued Failure to Abide by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidance 
 

The reports acknowledge severe negative impacts, for example, with anticipated flooding, 
displacement, air quality concerns, and community concerns yet ignores the value and guidance of 
various publications that support technical modeling, economic analysis or other tools that can 
better inform decision makers.   
 
CEQ guidance specifically states that “analyzing cumulative effects on human communities 
requires specific economic impact analysis and social impact analysis methods.”5  Both reports 
fail to provide any detailed methodology to discuss whether the displacement of over 1,000 
individuals would negatively impact the communities, resulting in the possible further destruction 

                                                 
2 The report cites to the draft “final” Cumulative Impacts Technical Report as CITR.  The quoted language is 

found at CITR page 30. 
3 Id. at 53 and 30. 
4 Id. at 40. 
5 www.ceq.doe.gov/docs/ceq_publications/ccnepa/sec5.pdf at p 53.  See also 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(a) (“To the 

fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact statements concurrently with and integrated 
with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and studies required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and other environmental review laws and executive orders [including . 

http://www.ceq.doe.gov/docs/ceq_publications/ccnepa/sec5.pdf%20at%20p%2053
http://www.ceq.doe.gov/docs/ceq_publications/ccnepa/sec5.pdf%20at%20p%2053
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of community cohesion.  This is particularly important when, as here, TxDOT alludes to the 
systematic racism and segregation policies of past infrastructure decisions but does not then utilize 
existing research to demonstrate the perpetuation of those negative consequences should this 
project go forward.  Again, CEQ’s own guidance discusses the importance of utilizing models, and 
particularly econometric models that use time-series data to showcase the harm to communities.  
See Attachment 1, CEQ Appendix A: Summaries of Cumulative Effects Analysis Method at A-44. 
TxDOT’s failure to inform decision makers in this way is a fatal flaw to this technical report and 
any Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that relies on it. 
 
Because of these past negative consequences clearly articulated in these draft reports, TxDOT is 
authorized to consider programmatic mitigation plans that could encompass all of the prior impacts 
and move forward with holistic plans to address the past issues as well as those potentially caused 
by this project should it go forward.  See 23 U.S. Code § 169 et seq.   
 
The undersigned organizations specifically ask that TxDOT begin a process to run in parallel with 
this proposed NEPA review that will provide for programmatic mitigation regarding past harm.  
 
Failure to Account for Air, Water Quality, Displacement, Environmental Justice and 
Induced Demand Impacts on a $7 billion Infrastructure Project. 
 

Air Impacts  
  
Air Alliance Houston previously submitted detailed comments on the Draft Mobile Source Air 
Toxics (MSAT) Quantitative Technical Report and those comments remain applicable to these 
current technical drafts.  At page 8 of the CITR, TxDOT states that “an approved conformity 
determination is expected prior to the environmental decision” even though in the same table, 
TxDOT states that “encroachment alteration effects to air quality would be evaluated in the 
regional conformity analysis, traffic air quality analysis and quantitative MSAT analysis during 
the preparation of the Final EIS.”  Again, we are particularly concerned with the intersection of air 
pollution, public health, and environmental justice for communities that are immediately adjacent 
to the proposed project.  It is inappropriate for TxDOT to aggregate and rely on emissions across 
the 8-county transportation management area network while stating that no adverse impacts would 
occur in the ROI (an area that is more localized and objectively includes sensitive populations such 
as schools).   Since and draft or final EIS must analyze impacts to environmental justice 
communities, it is important that these technical reports attempt to quantify in greater detail the 
expected air quality impacts in the immediate area (and difference between no-build and build 
alternatives) on these communities.  
 
Air Alliance Houston commissioned and attaches here a Health Impact Study demonstrating acute 
pollution impacts to communities immediately adjacent to this project and within TxDOT’s own 
area of concern (the ROI).  See Attachment 2, AAH Health Impact Report_June 2019.   
 
This is particularly important because TxDOT’s CITR incorrectly states that our region is classified 
as moderate for the 2008 8 hour ozone standard, when in actuality the region has been re-classified 
as "serious" since 9/23/2019. 6  This creates fundamental flaws throughout both reports.  For 
                                                 

6 CITR at 11. 
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example, the number of exceedance days has increased – a public health impact not appropriately 
accounted for within the document.  In the Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report 
(Community Report or CIA), the underlying assumptions of a decrease in air pollution is fatally 
flawed because of the region’s recent reclassification.  For example, in the Community Report, at 
page 5-195, it is simply not true that air quality trends are improving since the region has been 
reclassified from moderate to serious in the fall of 2019.  This is mirrored at page 5-195, when the 
report admits that the build alternative is associated with an increase in MSAT emissions in 
comparison with the not build alternative, but which TxDOT simply refers to as “minor” without 
any methodology.  Similarly, at page 5-196, it is not true that criteria pollutants have been declining 
in the region, and specifically in the region of impact for this project, since the broader region has 
been reclassified.  This continues to show the disconnect between TxDOT’s limited modeling of 
this project and actual monitoring and concern articulated by the local metropolitan planning 
organization under the Clean Air Act.  Finally, again at page 5-199, TxDOT incorrectly assumes 
that ozone is declining because it does not take into consideration the region’s recent 
reclassification.  Since there is clearly a disconnect between modeling and monitoring (and 
TxDOT’s current understanding of the air quality concerns for this particular region), it is 
absolutely inappropriate for TxDOT to state that the NHHIP project is not going to cause adverse 
health or air quality impacts.   

 
This also skews the beneficial commitments then provided by TxDOT because for example, 
TxDOT only lists air quality monitoring and reporting for one segment of the construction instead 
of all the segments in the Table found at page 96 of the CITR.  We ask that this specifically be 
amended and that the air quality monitoring and reporting be included for all segments and for all 
construction activities and that TxDOT model air pollution impacts from this proposal. 
 
Thus, again, the draft technical reports fail in that the assumptions presume no adverse impact for 
air quality to the communities immediately adjacent or in the region and states that any conformity 
analysis will be done after the fact and the final EIS is moved forward.  
 

Water Resources and Flooding 
  
Incredibly, while TXDOT acknowledges the severe impact Hurricane Harvey had on the 
immediate area closest to Buffalo Bayou, White Oak Bayou and Little White Oak Bayou, it states 
that no adverse water quality or flooding would occur assuming this project moves forward.   
 
TxDOT acknowledges that there are six (6) impaired waterways impacted by this proposed project, 
but declines to review the cumulative impact of its own discharge into those waters.  This is 
completely unacceptable and has been found by at least one Court to violate the Clean Water Act. 
In U.S. v. Washington State Dept. of Transportation, a District Court in Washington found 
Washington’s Department of Transportation liable for hazardous waste in waterways because the 
department had direct knowledge when designing its roadways—all of its roadways—that it sought 
to direct stormwater runoff to the first available ditch, tributary or stream.  716 F. Supp. 2d 1009 
(W.D. Wash. 2010). It found: 
 

It is undisputed that WSDOT designed the drainage systems at issue. Designing is an action 
directed to a specific purpose. The purpose was to discharge the highway runoff into the 
environment. WSDOT had knowledge that the runoff contained hazardous substances and 
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there was an actual release of the hazardous substances into the environment. WSDOT 
argues that it did not have control of the hazardous substances. However, it did have control 
over how the collected runoff was disposed of. WSDOT did design the drainage system 
and, as noted by the U.S., WSDOT has the ability to redirect, contain, or treat its 
contaminated runoff.  

 
Id. at 1015.   TxDOT has direct knowledge that it designs roadways to collect water and shift it to 
man-made or natural ditches and drainages that lead to waters of the U.S. Yet, the current 
cumulative impact report appears to shift the responsibility of TxDOT’s design flaws to the 
surrounding communities.  The Clean Water Act as well as NEPA do not permit that to occur.  
 
Further regarding surface water quality, TxDOT ignores the issue of floatables completely.  
TxDOT should through this process examine to what extent additional vehicular capacity will 
increase floatables in the six (6) stream segments throughout the project area.  As such, TxDOT 
should consider whether a program to actually reduce the discharge rate of floatables in the 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) by utilizing source controls or structural controls 
would lessen the adverse impact from this proposed project.  In support, attached is a decades old  
litter survey conducted by TxDOT and demonstrating that all parties are well aware of the problem 
Texas has with floatables and litter from roadways. See Attachment 3, An Evaluation of the Factors 
Affecting the Quality of Highway Runoff in the Austin, Texas area_1995.  TxDOT should conduct 
a study similar to but taking advantage of the increased awareness and options regarding 
stormwater management prior to stating that no water quality impact occurs.   Should TxDOT be 
permitted to completely ignore this issue, it places an unmanageable burden on Harris County and 
improperly shifts the financial burden from the entity that created the pollution source (the 
roadway) to cities and counties, and ultimately, Texas’s rivers and streams.   As one suggested 
solution, TxDOT should as part of its mitigation strategy to the adverse impacts to water quality 
agree to mitigate those impacts with language such as the following in Corpus Christi’s MS4 permit 
number WQ0004200000 when it describes the storm water management program:   
 

Floatables: The permittees shall ensure the implementation of a program to reduce the 
discharge of floatables (e.g. litter and other human generated solid refuse) into the MS4 
which shall include source controls and where necessary structural controls and other 
appropriate controls. 

 
For flooding, nearly 500 acres of right of way are in “currently” mapped floodplains yet TxDOT 
articulates that no adverse impacts to floodplains are included in the cumulative impacts analysis.  
According to the Memorandum of Understanding dated December 16, 2014 and executed by 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT, TxDOT is obligated to comply with the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act, 42 U.S.C. §§4001– 4130.  As such, TxDOT should be required to 
review the impacts this project will have prior to the design phase, particularly when, as here, 
TxDOT recognizes that Hurricane Harvey greatly impacted this same area, and that the current 
proposed design is below grade—meaning it will become a collection point.   
 
Attached is a November 2019 report from Harris County Flood Control District  (HCFCD) to the 
Harris County Commissioner’s Court in reviewing on-going coordination between TxDOT and 
HCFCD on this project.  (Attachment 4).  The issue of concern for the undersigned organizations 
however, remains that TxDOT is not utilizing any hydrological modeling for its proposed 
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alternative even though a portion is below grade—putting lives at risk with this simple design 
choice because the below grade sections will hold water and flood.  By completing ignoring this 
safety hazard being created by this initial design choice, TxDOT fails in its mandate to provide 
reasoned guidance to decision makers who may instead chose visual impairments over putting lives 
at risk.  Please see also Attachment 5, FHWA’s Integrating Road Safety into NEPA.  
  
Again, we ask that TxDOT’s engineering standard for this project shift, and that future floodplains 
impact analysis and the future detailed hydraulic study analyze 500-year floodplain impacts and 
design any proposed alternatives for these impacts accordingly.    The recently released National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Atlas 14 Rainfall Frequency data (fall of 2018) 
must be used for environmental impact analyses and mitigation measure effectiveness analyses.  
While HCFCD will re-map all watershed floodplains in Harris County due to the updated 
information found in Atlas 14, CEQ guidance specifically calls for TxDOT to consider known 
hazards such as this increased flooding potential.  It is widely accepted that areas currently mapped 
in the 500-year floodplain will be in the 100-year floodplain after re-mapping.  It is crucial that 
TxDOT state how it has accounted for this major expansion of 100-year floodplains in watersheds 
that will be affected by the project and what mitigation measures will be used to prevent flooding 
and flood waters due to this project. 
 

Displacement and Environmental Justice 
 
As discussed earlier in this letter’s introduction and discussed further in the procedural issues 
section of this letter, the NHHIP Preferred Alternative will have significant and adverse impacts 
on environmental justice populations.  
 

Along the length of the Preferred Alternative, the majority of the adjacent residential areas 
include environmental justice populations (minority and/or low-income) as measured at 
both the census block level (for race) and census block group level (for income) as well as 
at the super neighborhood level.7 
 

Displacement of residences (single family and multifamily), businesses (i.e., jobs), schools, and 
other important community resources (i.e., churches, social services, etc) by NHHIP will revisit 
and indeed expand the harm to communities begun when IH-45 North was first constructed in the 
1950s-60s. The December 2019 CIA provides update counts of resources displaced: 

• 919 multi-family residences will be displaced (including public and low-income housing) 
– a decrease from 1,067 noted in March 2017. 

• 160 single-family residences will be displaced – a decrease from 168 in March 2017. 
• 344 businesses will be displaced – an increase from 331 in March 2017. 
• 2 schools will be displaced – a decrease from 8 in March 2017. 

 
The displaced people and land uses noted in the updated CIA are due to additional increases in 
right-of-way required in Segment 1 (Beltway 8 to IH-610 North Loop) and Segment 2 (IH-610 
North Loop to Downtown) as compared to the initial draft of the CITR from March 2017, 
specifically: 

                                                 
7 CIA, Section 5.9.1.1, page 255 
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• Segment 1: displacement for additional right-of-way increased from ~212 acres to ~246 
acres. 

• Segment 2: displacement for additional right-of-way increased from ~19 acres to ~44 acres. 
• Segment 3: no change, displacement for additional right-of-way remains ~160 acres. 

 
TxDOT’s explanation for the additional right-of-way centers on storm water detention. 

 
The Preferred Alternative would require new right-of-way, which would displace single- 
and multi-family homes, schools, places of worship, businesses, billboards, and other 
structures. …The estimated number of displacements has changed since the 2017 NHHIP 
CIA Technical Report and Draft EIS due to changes in the proposed project right-of-way, 
including the addition of storm water detention basins, and changes in existing land use 
and occupancy.8 

 
TxDOT is willing to acquire additional right-of-way to improve the project in one dimension, 
mitigating water runoff, but has not demonstrated a willingness or ability to significantly alter the 
project to prevent the harm to communities caused by displacement and need for additional right-
of-way in the first place. Reducing or eliminating altogether the need for additional right-of-way 
is the appropriate course of action. TxDOT must protect community integrity by addressing 
impacts of the past by improving conditions for the immediately impacted communities, including 
for the significant environmental justice populations detailed in the CITR. 
 
TxDOT describes the expectation that complying with environmental justice regulations includes 
“mitigation and enhancement measures and potentially offsetting benefits for affected minority 
and/or low-income populations”.9  However, the CIA essentially only describes how TxDOT will 
take mitigative action to offset impacts – which turns out to mean essentially only relocation 
assistance and offers of advance acquisition. The text generously describes in some places how 
relocation may turn to benefit some but does not describe how TxDOT believes it “may” do so, or 
the criteria for why or how mitigative measures could benefit only some of the displaced 
individuals. 
 

For example, the relocation of a medical service provider that caters to low-income patients 
would be dependent on what access to those services would be after the medical office 
moves. It is possible that, with the relocation benefits provided by TxDOT, the medical 
office would relocate locally and the new location would be more convenient for some 
patients.10 

 
Instead, TxDOT uses ephemeral hypotheticals that always seem to hint of possible benefits while 
ignoring similarly likely negative impacts. The project needs a fundamental reboot that actually 
provides proactive transportation benefits to the immediately impacted communities, which 
essentially all have significant environmental justice populations. 
 

                                                 
8 CIA, Section 5.1, page 52. 
9 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-219. 
10 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-220. 
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After considering the benefits of the proposed project along with mitigation, the Build 
Alternative may cause disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority or low-
income populations but a substantial amount of these effects have been minimized through 
a variety of commitments and programs that will be implemented by TxDOT.11 

 
There is very little variety in the commitments and programs TxDOT proposes to utilize. The 
mitigation actions TxDOT is referring to are nearly exclusively the result of following the 
minimum required practices for relocating people and businesses displaced by public infrastructure 
projects. 
 

5.9.3.1 Displacements – Relocations 
5.9.3.2 Displacements – Affordable Housing 
5.9.3.3 Displacements – Public Housing 
5.9.3.4 Displacements – Businesses and Community Facilities 
5.9.3.5 Noise and Visual 
5.9.3.6 Noise and Air 
5.9.3.7 Air Quality Monitoring 

 
Relocation is the lowest, most harmful and disruptive form of mitigation and can never be construed 
as the meaningful “enhancement measure[] and potentially offsetting benefit[]” expected as a result 
of proactive, best-practice compliance with federal environmental justice regulations.12 There is no 
evidence of potentially offsetting benefits. There is no evidence of hard decisions to reduce the 
project footprint to prevent repeating the injurious displacements of past decades. In fact, the CIA 
notes the negative impacts of disrupting community cohesion through displacement – for 
communities at-large and displaces: 
 

In general, displacement of residences can affect the cohesion of a community, especially 
if that community has a history and a culture that gives it a unique identity. From the 
information and analysis in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 it is apparent that most of the 
environmental justice communities indicated in Table 5-16 have a history and culture that 
is identifiable in the community today. For example, the Independence Heights community 
has a history that goes back over 100 years and has indicated through community planning 
studies the desire for historic and cultural preservation. As indicated in Table 5-16, the 
potential effects to community cohesion related to residential displacements could be 
expected to be felt more so in the neighborhoods of Northside/Northline, Independence 
Heights, Near Northside, Greater Fifth Ward, Downtown, Second Ward, and Greater Third 
Ward. 
 
From a community-wide perspective, the loss of residents might be recurrent or cumulative 
with other activities that have affected, or are affecting, a community and thereby creating 
a cumulative effect that is more adverse than the individual effect associated with the 
project. Other associated effects occurring in these neighborhoods (to varying degrees) 
include impacts from flooding and floodplain buyout programs, previous transportation 
projects, as well as housing affordability associated with gentrification. 

                                                 
11 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-220. 
12 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-219. 
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… 
From the displacee’s perspective, the disruption associated with moving can affect a 
resident’s access to a social structure to which they have become familiar over time. This 
social structure can include community activities (church and school) and other regular 
routines such as grocery shopping, childcare and medical services. Individual 
circumstances will vary making it difficult to assess the extent of adverse effects related to 
residential displacements, however; low-income and limited English proficiency 
populations may be especially vulnerable to such effects. 
 
The proposed project would impact public housing communities and privately-owned 
housing projects for low-income families and individuals and persons with disabilities.13 
 

TxDOT’s over reliance, over confidence, or over assertion that complying with relocation 
regulation is somehow adequate to justify disproportionate impacts on environmental justice 
communities is not acceptable. The agency’s over-reliance on relocation as the primary form of 
mitigation is iterated in the draft CITR also released in December 2019. The following is just one 
example of the heavy reliance on relocation (instead of preventing the need to relocate in the first 
place): 
 

For all impacts in the Northside/Northline super neighborhood, TxDOT intends to follow 
through with implementing mitigation through relocation to ensure that cumulative adverse 
impacts are not significant in this super neighborhood or significant to Environmental 
Justice populations.14 

 
Induced Demand Discussion Arbitrarily Decided 

 
At page 12 of the CITR, TXDOT repeatedly states that “[t]he potential for induced development is 
low” but provides no rationale nor economic study nor research to demonstrate that conclusion.15  
Because it is well documented that roadway construction projects such as this do not mitigate 
congestion and instead often induce further traffic, the failure of TxDOT to acknowledge these 
studies is fatal.  Moreover, TxDOT should consider conducting a renewed demand model analysis 
in light of current mobility trends within the region—trends that show an increase in other forms 
of mobility to the detriment of car travel.  Finally, the movement of goods while often proposed as 
a need for this project is no longer demonstrated within the MPO’s modeling since the trend for 
mobility of goods is to go further outside the urban core.  Any modeling that relies on an increase 
in goods movement should be reexamined as flawed based on current trends. 
 
Procedural Issues Require a Revised Draft EIS 
  

                                                 
13 CIA, Section 5.9.1.3, page 5-207-8. 
14 CITR, Table 8 Summary of Impacts to Community Facilities and Mitigation Efforts in the RSA, page 51. 
15  See e.g, City Lab University: Induced Demand found at  

https://www.citylab.com/transportation/2018/09/citylab-university-induced-demand/569455/ and Induced Demand 
and Rebound Effects in Road Transport , UC Davis, 2010 found at http://socsci-
dev.ss.uci.edu/~ksmall/Rebound_congestion_27.pdf.  Compare Texas Transportation Institute Latent Demand 
Modeling, at https://static.tti.tamu.edu/tti.tamu.edu/documents/1120-1F.pdf 

https://www.citylab.com/transportation/2018/09/citylab-university-induced-demand/569455/
https://www.citylab.com/transportation/2018/09/citylab-university-induced-demand/569455/
http://socsci-dev.ss.uci.edu/~ksmall/Rebound_congestion_27.pdf
http://socsci-dev.ss.uci.edu/~ksmall/Rebound_congestion_27.pdf
http://socsci-dev.ss.uci.edu/~ksmall/Rebound_congestion_27.pdf
http://socsci-dev.ss.uci.edu/~ksmall/Rebound_congestion_27.pdf
https://static.tti.tamu.edu/tti.tamu.edu/documents/1120-1F.pdf
https://static.tti.tamu.edu/tti.tamu.edu/documents/1120-1F.pdf
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In our July 27, 2017 comment letter and July 2018 letter, we identified a number of substantive 
deficiencies in the DEIS related to important issues, including parks; environmental issues 
including noise, air quality, water quality, and drainage; safety and connectivity for pedestrians 
and cyclists at urban interfaces; visual impacts; and community and environmental justice. 
Additionally, the DEIS made clear that TxDOT was deferring some substantive aspects of its 
review and dissemination of information until the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).   
  
In light of these issues, we urged TxDOT to engage the public and then to publish additional 
documentation under NEPA, be it in the form of a revised draft EIS or a supplemental draft EIS, 
for public review and comment. We expressed concern that if the substantive deficiencies related 
to the project were not corrected until, and released with, the FEIS, then the public would not have 
sufficient time and opportunity to provide meaningful feedback to the agency.   

  
Following the publication of the DEIS, TxDOT continued preparing “draft technical reports” for 
the Final EIS. On June 20, 2018, six of these draft technical reports were made available for public 
comment on the project website. As far as we can determine, no formal notice of these reports was 
provided in the Federal Register.  
  
While we appreciated the opportunity to comment on those draft technical reports, we objected to 
the process adopted by TxDOT to date, and to the format and content of the draft EIS and draft 
technical reports.  In December, TXDOT issued these additional technical reports, and again, while 
we appreciate the opportunity to comment, we have real concerns that this disassociated release of 
documents does not comply with NEPA.  Moreover, while NEPA regulations provide for a tiering 
effect, this provision has never been used by the federal government or to our belief, any other 
state government, to release documents in this way. See generally 43 C.F.R. § 46.140 (Using Tiered 
Documents) (referring to tiering individual actions to programmatic EIS’s so long as the broader 
document sufficiently and conclusively reviews the environmental impact).  Thus, again, this 
current procedure is inadequate and violative of the procedural process that is the backbone of 
every NEPA process engaged in since the 1970’s.  

  
Specifically, we add the following comments that we articulated back in July for the other technical 
reports as well.  Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations state that it is the policy of 
the Administration that “all environmental investigation, reviews, and consultations be coordinated 
as a single process, and compliance with all applicable environmental requirements be reflected in 
the environmental review document required by [its] regulation.”16 23 C.F.R. § 771.105; see also 
40 C.F.R. § 1502.9 (Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulation stating that 
environmental impact statements “shall” be prepared in two stages—draft EISs and final EISs— 
but may be supplemented in the form of revised drafts). These regulations also clarify what is 
required in a draft EIS. In addition to evaluating all reasonable alternatives, the draft EIS “shall 
also summarize the studies, reviews, consultations, and coordination required by environmental 
laws or Executive Orders” to the extent that it is appropriate. 23 C.F.R. § 771.123(c).   

  

                                                 
16 TxDOT has assumed the Secretary of Transportation’s responsibilities for compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) with respect to highway projects requiring an EIS. See Memorandum 
of Understanding Between the Federal Highway Administration and TxDOT (Dec. 16, 2014).  
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CEQ regulations and guidance contemplate the use of appendices to contain lengthier technical 
discussions of modeling methodology, baseline studies, or other work demonstrating compliance 
with environmental requirements. See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 1502.10 (CEQ regulation requiring a 
standard format for environmental impact statements, including appendices, unless the agency 
determines there is a compelling reason to do otherwise); FHWA’s Technical Advisory on NEPA 
Documents (T6640.8A) (recommending the use of this format). However, if an agency does 
prepare an appendix, then it “shall” consist of material “prepared in connection with an 
environmental impact statement” and be “circulated with the environmental impact statement or 
be readily available on request.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.18; see also 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25 (requiring that, 
to the fullest extent possible, agencies “shall” prepare DEISs “concurrently with and integrated 
with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and studies required by . . . environmental 
review laws and executive orders”).     
  
These regulations contemplate and require a clear structure for environmental impact statements 
created in accordance with NEPA. The statute and its implementing regulations require a single 
environmental review document. The body of the draft EIS must include a statement of all 
information on environmental impacts and alternatives that the decisionmaker and public need, as 
well as an explanation or summary of methodologies of research and modeling, and the results of 
any research conducted to analyze impacts and alternatives. Council on Environmental Quality, 
“Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations,” Question 25, (March 1981). However, the draft EIS can include lengthy technical 
discussions of methodology, baseline studies, or other material in reports in the appendix. See id. 
But a plain language summary of these reports, their analysis, and their conclusions “should go in 
the text of the EIS.” Id. In other words, the body of a draft EIS and any accompanying technical 
reports should be produced concurrently and should be made public for review and comment 
during the formal comment period for the draft EIS, any supplemental draft EISs, and the final 
EIS. This process helps ensure that the public has access to all of the information required under 
NEPA and the studies required by environmental review laws and that supporting technical 
information is made public at the same time for formal review and comment.   

  
These regulations do not support TxDOT’s piecemeal approach taken here. The draft EIS for this 
project contained a number of technical reports in its appendix, but many of these reports deferred 
substantive analysis until the creation of the FEIS. See generally Irvine & Conner Comment Letter 
(July 27, 2017). Now TxDOT is substantially updating and preparing new technical reports, 
purportedly for the FEIS, but is not concurrently supplementing the DEIS with an explanation or 
summary of this new information. The reports are being made public, but there has been no formal 
notice provided under NEPA in the Federal Register.    

  
In other words, TxDOT is inventing its own procedure and process. The technical reports have 
notations such as “prepared for the FEIS” and references other sections of the (not-yet completed) 
FEIS, making clear that these reports will be appended to the FEIS. This is not sufficient under the 
law. If this NEPA documentation were prepared by FHWA under its own process, then the agency 
would either prepare these reports in conjunction with the DEIS and take formal comments or 
would issue a supplemental DEIS that included these reports and take formal public comments. 
TxDOT’s actions do not comply with NEPA’s requirements, FHWA regulations, or CEQ 
regulations that the agency agreed to implement pursuant to the memorandum of understanding 
delegating authority to TxDOT.  
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The information and analysis required by environmental review laws should be included in an 
original or a supplemental NEPA document. An agency cannot piecemeal technical information 
that was omitted from, or incomplete in, the DEIS as the agency prepares the FEIS. NEPA 
documents produced for other major transportation projects confirms this process. See, e.g., The 
Alaskan Way Viaduct and Sewall Replacement Project (Washington State DOT) (issuing two 
supplemental DEISs after considering analysis in the DEIS, public comments, agency comments, 
and updates and refinements to proposed alternatives before the publication of an FEIS).     

  
NEPA’s mandate must be interpreted and applied “to the fullest extent possible.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332. 
TxDOT should comply with this mandate and follow the process required under FHWA and CEQ 
regulations by instead issuing a revised draft EIS. 
  
We ask that TxDOT make all data used to perform its quantitative analysis public.   
 
Title VI LEP Access Issues Require Translation of NHHIP-Related Documents, Including 
Technical Documents, and Re-Noticing Those Documents for Public Comment 
 
TxDOT has not provided sufficient access for persons with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) to 
its federally funded NHHIP as required under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 
2000d,17 the Department of Transportation’s implementing regulations 49 CFR 21.5(b)(vii)(2), 23 
CFR 771.105(g), and TxDOT’s own Environmental Handbook: Community Impacts, 
Environmental Justice, Limited English Proficiency and Title VI Compliance (January 2015).  
 
LEP populations are prevalent in the Census Profile Areas for this proposed project: 
 
Segment  Percent LEP Percent LEP: Spanish Percent LEP: Other 
1 51.7% 98.9% 1.2% 
2 21.5% 96.2% 3.6% 
3 11.3% 83.2% 16.8% 

  
Overall, 89.9% of the population in the Census Profile Areas has limited English Proficiency.18  
The Department of Transportation’s LEP Guidance states that “[we] must ensure that federally 
assisted programs and activities aimed at the American public do not leave individuals behind 
simply because they face challenges communicating in English. This is of particular importance 
because, in many cases, LEP individuals form a substantial portion of those who particularly 
benefit from federally assisted programs and activities.” 70 Fed. Reg. 74087, 74091. TxDOT must 
provide the full range of materials related to the NHHIP, including the draft EIS and draft 
Cumulative Impacts and Community Impacts Technical Reports, in Spanish, and potentially in 
other languages as well.  
 

                                                 
17 When federal funds are passed through to a subrecipient, the recipient and/or subrecipient are also subject 

to Title VI LEP requirements. 70 Fed. Reg. 74087, 74091. 
18 Table C-2. 
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Even basic information regarding the NHHIP is not available to LEP individuals. For example, on 
TxDOT’s project website, public hearing presentations and exhibits are not available in Spanish, 
visualization maps are not labeled in Spanish, and only three documents are labeled in Spanish. 
LEP persons only had access to public information about the project and the EIS if they happened 
to attend a hearing at which a translator was present. This is not meaningful access and TxDOT has 
not complied with Title VI, the Department of Transportation’s implementing and other 
regulations, or its own Guidance. 

TxDOT’s own Environmental Handbook: Community Impacts, Environmental Justice, Limited 
English Proficiency and Title VI Compliance (January 2015) states that “preparing technical reports 
or other project documentation in languages other than English” is a potential accommodation for 
LEP populations. When nearly 90% of the affected population is LEP, this is a mandatory 
accommodation. 

The starting point for a recipient determining the need for written LEP access is an individualized 
assessment by program or project that balances the following four factors: 
1. The number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be encountered by 

a program, activity, or service of the recipient or grantee; 
2. The frequency with which LEP individuals come in contact with the program; 
3. The nature and importance of the program, activity, or service provided by the recipient to 

people's lives; and, 
4. The resources available to the recipient and costs.  
 
(See 70 FR 74087, 74091).  TxDOT has either not conducted this analysis or not included it in the 
CIA; it provides no justification for its failure to provide full translation of all documents related 
to the NHHIP.  As demonstrated below, all four of these factors require TxDOT to provide the 
draft EIS and all other documents related to the NHHIP in Spanish and potentially other languages.  
 
First, nearly 90% of the population affected by this project, in the service area defined by TxDOT, 
are LEP persons. Second, the planning, including drafting EIS, has been a multi-year process 
involving frequent contact with LEP persons. Third, the nature and importance of the program are 
critical and have some of the severest possible consequences for the persons affected. The 
proposed project will result in the demolition of homes and business, relocation to other areas of 
the City, disruption of communities, exposure to increased air pollution that causes severe health 
impacts, reduces life expectancy, and reduces school performance, increased vulnerability to 
flooding, displacement and destruction of historic communities of color, decreased housing 
affordability, and a loss of intergenerational family wealth. Fourth, the proposed NHHIP is a $7 
billion dollar project; there are clearly substantial resources available to TxDOT.  

TxDOT need not even reach this analysis in order to determine that it is obligated to translate all 
NHHIP documents and information into other languages: 
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DOT has adopted DOJ’s Safe Harbor Provision, which outlines circumstances that can 
provide a “safe harbor” for recipients regarding translation of written materials for LEP 
populations. The Safe Harbor Provision stipulates that, if a recipient provides written 
translation of vital documents for each eligible LEP language group that constitutes five 
percent (5%) or 1,000 persons, whichever is less, of the total population of persons eligible 
to be served or likely to be affected or encountered, then such action will be considered 
strong evidence of compliance with the recipient’s written translation obligations.19  

Again, almost 90% of the affected population is LEP, and while the majority of those persons are 

Spanish-speakers, in Segment 3 there are two other language groups that constitute more than 5% 

of the affected population in that segment, and one language group that constitutes 4.8% of the 

affected population. No written documents were translated for these three language groups despite 

the fact that two of these LEP populations were outside the “safe harbor” percentage for translation 

of written documents. These groups did not even receive notice of the opportunity for public 

comment, let alone access to the relevant documents in their own language.  

These safe harbor provisions apply to the translation of written documents only. They do not affect 
the requirement to provide meaningful access to LEP individuals through competent oral 
interpreters. The CIA states that TxDOT “made accommodations for individuals speaking Spanish” 
including publishing meeting notices in Spanish and having staff that were fluent in Spanish at 
meetings. (CIA 5.10) Simultaneous translation, and translation into more than one language, were 
only provided at two meetings that took place at HHA developments Kelly Village and Clayton 
Homes.  
 
At a minimum, TxDOT must translate all NHHIP-relevant documents, including the draft EIS and 
technical reports, into Spanish, and conduct an analysis of whether it needs to translate these 
documents and other relevant material into additional languages. The Draft EIS and Technical 
Reports must be re-noticed for public comment when the translated draft EIS and Technical Reports 
Review for Community Impacts and Draft Cumulative Impacts are published and the affected 
population has meaningful access to the vital documents on which they are entitled to comment.20  
 
Community Impacts regarding Civil Rights Specifically Are Not Addressed  

                                                 
19  DOT, Federal Transit Administration, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit 

Administration Recipients, FTA C 4072.1b (October 1, 2012) Ch. III-9. We note that the Texas General Land Office 
translated the State of Texas Action Plan for Disaster Recovery: Hurricane Harvey – Round 1, all subsequent 
amendments, and the State of Texas CDBG Mitigation (CDBG-MIT) Action Plan, into five languages other than 
English – Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese, Arabic, and Urdu - based on the 5% safe harbor standard. Action Plans 
available at: https://recovery.texas.gov/action-plans/index.html 

20 TxDOT’s failure to comply with the language access requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 has been ongoing, by its own admission, for at least eight years. It is probable that TxDOT must repeat the 
preceding steps of the planning and EIS process for the NHHIP because the majority of the affected population has 
been denied even minimal access to documents on which they were entitled to comment. 
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“A community impacts assessment (CIA) is “a process to evaluate the effects of a transportation 
action on a community and its quality of life” (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 1996). 
Through this process, community considerations are incorporated into the planning and 
development of major transportation projects.”21 The CIA must comply with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, EO 12898, EO 13166, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act).   

The Department of Transportation’s Environmental Justice Strategy defines environmental justice 
as “the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, ethnicity, 
income, national origin, or educational level with respect to the development, implementation and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies. For the purpose of this strategy, fair 
treatment means that no population, due to policy or economic disempowerment, is forced to 
bear a disproportionate burden of the negative human health and environmental impacts, 
including social and economic effects, resulting from transportation decisions, programs and 
policies made, implemented and enforced at the Federal, State, local or tribal level.”22 (emphasis 
added) The NHHIP DEIS clearly states that the proposed project will have a “disproportionate 
impact on low-income and disadvantaged communities”. The CIA and CIR make it extremely clear 
that low-income and minority communities will bear almost the entire burden of the negative 
effects of the proposed NHHIP. Neighborhoods that are not environmental justice communities 
will have the fewest displacements and be less impacted generally.  
 
Not only whether the EIS process is compliant, but whether the NHHIP as a whole violates Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 must be evaluated in the context of the history of governmental 
discrimination that deliberately disadvantaged communities of color while providing resources and 
legal advantages to white communities. A meaningful cumulative impact analysis also must 
identify: 
 

(1) the area in which effects of the proposed project will be felt;  
(2) the impacts that are expected in that area from the proposed project;  
(3) other actions—past, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable—that have had or are 

expected to have impacts in the same area;  
(4) the impacts or expected impacts from these other actions; and  
(5) the overall impact that can be expected if the individual impacts are allowed to 

accumulate.  
 

Fritiofson v. Alexander , 772 F.2d 1225 (5th Cir. 1985).  The requirement to assess cumulative 
impacts and the effects of an action within the context of other existing and foreseeable effects in 
the same area yields “a realistic evaluation of the total impacts” and ensures that an environmental 
analysis does not impermissibly “isolate a proposed project, viewing it in a vacuum.”  Grand 

                                                 
21 CIA at I-2 
22  Available at: https://cms8.dot.gov/civil-rights/civil-rights-awareness-enforcement/environmental-justice-

strategy 
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Canyon Trust v. FAA, 290 F.3d 339, 345 (D.C. Cir. 2002). 
 
Historically, in Houston as in other metropolitan areas, new highway construction was deliberately 
routed through African-American communities, displacing, destroying, and isolating them from 
white communities. These communities are environmental justice communities now because of 
deliberate government policies that created and perpetuated segregation, and artificially depressed 
home and land values. The NHHIP as currently proposed will perpetuate and exacerbate these 
impacts. 
 
For example, while Houston famously has “no zoning”, it in fact has private zoning. Higher-income 
(and largely white) neighborhoods used deed restrictions to exclude non-Caucasian residents, 
multi-family housing, and undesirable land uses. In TxDOT’s DEIS Technical Report, areas that 
were less than 50% residential or had “potential for commercial development” because they 
included vacant land, were not considered for noise barriers. Because low-income communities 
and communities of color had fewer resources to limit and homogenize land uses, this TxDOT 
decision would have a disparate impact on the basis of race, color, and national origin in violation 
of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
 
USDOT regulations provide that “[w]here prior discriminatory practice or usage tends, on the 
grounds of race, color, or national origin to exclude individuals from participation in, to deny them 
the benefits of, or to subject them to discrimination under any program or activity to which this 
part applies, the applicant or recipient must take affirmative action to remove or overcome 
the effects of the prior discriminatory practice or usage.” 49 CFR 21.5(b)(7) (emphasis added). 
Thus, because of the legacy of discriminatory practices impacting African-American and 
Hispanic/Latinx communities - including the construction of I-45 through those communities in 
the first place—TxDOT has an affirmative responsibility to not only avoid discriminating against 
its residents today, but also to overcome the legacy of its past discrimination.23 
 
TxDOT acknowledges that the proposal will have a disproportionately high impact on the 
environmental justice population, and relies on the mitigation measures to avoid that impact, yet 
the mitigation measures fall short. Even if all of mitigation proposals in Table 6-1 of the CIA were 
carried out, NHHIP would still have disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental 
justice populations protected under Title VI. For example, TxDOT “will develop a program” to 
provide weatherization and energy efficiency for low income homeowners affected by air and noise 
pollution during construction, and coordinate with the schools to “avoid construction in the school 

                                                 
23 A state agency’s discriminatory action need not be intentional to violate Title VI. Rather, “actions having an 
unjustifiable disparate impact on minorities [can] be redressed through agency regulations designed to implement the 
purposes of Title VI.” Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287, 293 (1985) (discussing Guardians Ass’n v. Civil Serv. 
Comm’n of N.Y. City, 463 U.S. 582 (1983)). “Title VI . . . delegated to agencies in the first instance the complex 
determination of what sorts of disparate impacts upon minorities constituted sufficiently significant social problems, 
and were readily enough remediable, to warrant altering the practices of the federal grantees that had produced those 
impacts.” Id. at 293–94; accord DOJ Title VI Manual § VIII(B) (discussing Villanueva v. Carere, 85 F.3d 481 (10th 
Cir. 1996)). 
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vicinity during STAAR testing.” CIA Table 6-1. TxDOT is not committing to provide 
weatherization and energy efficiency (which one assumes will improve air quality and reduce noise 
within affected homes); it is only committing to “set up a program” without any guarantee that 
affected homeowners will qualify or setting aside any funding. Even if TxDOT reduces 
construction noise during STAAR testing, it does not intend to mitigate a noise level that would 
make it difficult to concentrate during testing at any other time, and there is no suggestion that it 
will mitigate air pollution, despite findings that the installation of air filters improves school 
performance even in the absence of a major increase in pollution.24 The potential mitigation effect 
of any of these measures, of course, would require people to stay indoors for however many years 
construction went on. TxDOT has not even evaluated the health risks of increased air pollution 
from an expanded freeway, let alone proposed mitigation measures.  
 
TxDOT’s suggested commitments related to displacement and relocation raise specific civil rights 
concerns, under both Title VI and the Fair Housing Act. The burden of displacement falls almost 
entirely on low-income people of color, including public housing tenants and tenants with housing 
subsidies. TxDOT’s blithe assertion that “there is sufficient replacement housing available” is 
unsupported by data. According to ACS data, there are only 29 available and affordable housing 
units for every 100 extremely low income renter households.25 The affordable housing crisis in 
Houston has been exacerbated by Hurricane Harvey, which both destroyed affordable rental 
housing, and drove up rents because of increased demand from higher income households, all of 
which TxDOT acknowledges in the Impacts of the Preferred Alternative section of the CIA: 
 

Currently, Houston is facing population growth; many people are moving to the area and 
more are expected in the future. The region is also facing an affordable housing shortage; 
many affordable and public housing developments have been affected by Hurricane 
Harvey, and the remaining affordable housing stock is too sparse to meet the growing 
demand. Repairs and rebuilding efforts for housing in Houston are still ongoing, but these 
efforts are running months behind the pace of other comparable disaster recovery work, 
such as in New York after the 2012 Super Storm Sandy and in Baton Rouge after the 
flooding in 2016. There is still a significant need for repairs, reconstruction, and more 
affordable housing (particularly for renters and low-income families).26  
 

However, providing relocation assistance when there is no available housing to which to relocate 
does not mitigate the adverse impact of displacement. We have serious concerns about the fact that 
TxDOT has already begun acquiring property when there is not yet a FEIS, let alone a Record of 
Decision, particularly given the agency’s failure to comply with LEP requirements.  
 
Using the fair market value of a home to determine an acquisition amount often has a discriminatory 
impact on the basis of race or ethnicity as well. Following Hurricane Katrina, a lawsuit was filed 

                                                 
24 https://www.vox.com/2020/1/8/21051869/indoor-air-pollution-student-achievement 
25 https://nlihc.org/housing-needs-by-state/texas 
26 CIA 5.94 
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against the State of Louisiana and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
alleging racial discrimination in the State’s CDBG-DR funded Road Home Program, which 
provided grants to homeowners to repair or rebuild their homes. The original grant formula was 
based on the pre-storm value of a home, which resulted in African-American homeowners 
receiving less repair money than White homeowners, because their homes were located in 
neighborhoods with lower home values  due to market discrimination and the legacy of 
segregation.27 The CIA doe not discuss how relocation programs will esure that this discriminatory 
effect does not happen. 
 
Another barrier to relocation for LMI homeowners, particularly African-Americans, may be 
inability to show clear title because of heirs’ property ownership.28  TxDOT must provide lawyers 
and title clearing assistance to homeowners it intends to relocate. 
 
Low-income households across Houston are being displaced by competition for affordable housing 
and rising property taxes; displacement is a particularly critical issue for historically African-
American neighborhoods, who have seen neighborhoods like Freedman’s Town turn into majority 
white and high-income neighborhoods, often facilitated by government subsidies and investments. 
Based on the rapidly increasing home and rental prices across the metro area, it is possible that 
displaced residents will be unable to find new housing in Houston, or even the Houston MSA, 
regardless of relocation assistance mandated by the URA. The displacement of churches, schools, 
service providers, and hundreds of residents, and the expansion of a highway which already divides 
historically disinvested communities of color, will have community cohesion impacts that cannot 
be mitigated.  
 
Black and Hispanic/Latinx neighborhoods in Houston are already disproportionately impacted by 
inadequate drainage infrastructure. In the City of Houston, 88% of the open ditch drainage is in 
minority communities and 43% of that drainage is inadequate. The EDIS explains how flooding on 
I-45 will be addressed by the project, but says nothing about potential flooding impacts on the 
adjoining neighborhoods, which already flood frequently because of inadequate public 
infrastructure, imposing additional costs for insurance and repairs, and reducing the property value 
of local residents. This has not been addressed in the CIA and CIR. The conclusions of the [EIS] 
must be supported by “some quantified or detailed information,” and the underlying environmental 
data relied upon to support the conclusions in the [EIS] must be made available to the public.  
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands v. BLM, 387 F.3d 989, 993, 996 (9th Cir. 2004).   

                                                 
27 For example, redlining by the Federal Housing Administration in the 1930s, GI BIll loan guarantee requirements 
that forced developers to build all-white neighborhoods, discriminatory zoning that placed environmental hazards 
and industrial uses in communities of color, failure to provide adequate infrastructure or public services in 
communities of color, etc.  
28 Heirs’ property is created when a landowner dies without a probated will, creating divided ownership of property 
between multiple heirs, creating a situation in which all the heirs must agree, for example, in order to sell the land, 
obtain a mortgage, or access programs like CDBG-DR home repair and rebuilding programs. Heir’s property 
ownership is particularly prevalent in African-American communities. See, e.g.: Kuris, Gabriel, ““A Huge Problem 
in Plain Sight”: Untangling Heirs’ Property Rights in the American South, 2000-2017,” 2018, Innovations for 
Successful Societies, Princeton University, http://successfulsocieties.princeton.edu/ 

http://successfulsocieties.princeton.edu/
http://successfulsocieties.princeton.edu/
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The CIA and CIR fail to analyze the impacts that the NHHIP is likely to have on the viability of 
residential neighborhoods and on the value of properties adjacent to the highway. The analysis 
ignores current studies documenting the community severance and lowered property values caused 
by highway infrastructure, particularly elevated highways.29 
 
Historical Impacts Require Antiquities Permits and Further Review  
 
Three designated historic districts are located along I-45 south of North Main Street. The project’s 
effect on the National Register-listed Near Northside Historic District on the east side of I-45 must 
be addressed as part of the review process along with potential impacts on two city-designated 
historic districts on the west side of I-45: Germantown and Woodland Heights. Both of the city-
designated districts are potentially eligible for listing in the National Register. The Brooke Smith 
Addition on the west side of I-45 and the north side North Main Street is also potentially eligible 
for listing in the NRHP. The project’s potential impact on historic resources in the First Ward, on 
the west side of I-45 south of I-10, should also be considered, particularly the National Register-
listed Jefferson Davis Hospital (1925). Independence Heights was added to the National Register 
of Historic Places in 1997. 
 
In addition, the CITR states that antiquities permits related to the on-going archeological review of 
Frosttown were continued but that an additional antiquities permit was sought but due to access 
restrictions was cancelled.  We specifically ask that TxDOT renew its process for further review of 
known historical sites within this study area by seeking additional guidance from the Texas 
Historical Commission.  
 
Under 40 CFR 1508.14, “human environment” shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the 
natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment.  While 
culturally valued aspects of the environment generally include historic properties other culturally 
valued pieces of real property, cultural use of the biophysical environment and “intangible” 
sociocultural attributes like social cohesion, social institutions, religious practices and cultural 
institutions are likewise included for review.  These impacts are usually analyzed either as impacts 
on cultural resources or as social impacts or as both.  Here, the CIA and CITR do not include this 
analysis or specific information regarding the antiquities permits sought and then canceled for 
access issues, or TxDOT’s on-going concerns and programs regarding Frosttown.   This should be 
amended in the same way as many of these other issues in that TxDOT should re-issue an updated 
and more conclusive draft EIS with renewed technical reports that actually provide the underlying 
methodology for TxDOT’s assumptions of no adverse impacts.   

                                                 
29 Grisolia, Jose Maria, Lopez, Francisco & de Dios Ortuzar, Juan, Valuing Amenities to Reduce Community 

Severance, Paper at the European Association of Environmental and Resources Economists (June-July 2011); Institute 
for Transportation and Development Policy, The Life and Death of Urban Highways (March 2012), 
https://www.itdp.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/42. -LifeandDeathofUrbanHighways_031312.pdf; Cervero, 
Robert, Freeway Deconstruction and Urban Regeneration in the United States, Paper Prepared for the International 
Symposium for the 1st Anniversary of the Cheonggyecheon Restoration Seoul, Korea (Oct. 2006).   
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Conclusion 
  
Various organizations have previously submitted comments regarding the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the North Houston Highway Improvement Project in support of a 
coalition of Houston nonprofits and neighborhood groups.30 We submit these additional comments 
to the draft technical reports entitled Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report and Draft 
Cumulative Impacts Technical Report originally published on December 11 and 19, 2019 
respectively. These comments are cumulative of those made previously on the DEIS and we 
reserve the right to comment on any aspect of the EIS documents until the final EIS, revised DEIS, 
or supplemental DEIS/FEIS record is complete.   

  
We also attach and incorporate the contents of the following documents into the administrative 
record:   

  
• Attachment 6: Publications regarding on-going community concerns regarding the 

negative impacts to environmental justice communities and others 
  

• Attachment 7: An Alternatives Analysis and Solutions Plan developed by the City 
of Houston presented in December 2019 
  

We request that TxDOT review and seriously consider these comments and the attached materials 
as it continues to develop the North Houston Highway Improvement Project, considers the impacts 
of the project, evaluates required mitigation for impacts, and develops future documents pursuant 
to NEPA.     
 
 In sum, specifically we ask that TXDOT  
 

1. seek to begin a process that provides for programmatic mitigation in environmental justice 
communities across the state in light of 28 USC 169 with the intent to rectify past 
discriminatory actions; 

2. reconsider air quality modeling regarding the increase in car traffic and the impact of 
vehicles on this non-attainment region; 

3. add/increase TxDOT’s beneficial commitment so that air quality monitoring and reporting 
be included for all segments and for all construction activities (See e.g., CITR at 96);   

4. conduct an additional study evaluating the affects of highway runoff to include taking 
advantage of the increased awareness and options regarding stormwater management;    

                                                 
30  The Coalition Letter included participation by: Air Alliance Houston, Avenue CDC, Bayou City 
Waterkeeper, BikeHouston, Buffalo Bayou Partnership, Eastwood Civic Association, Freedmen’s Town 
Preservation Committee, Friends of Woodland Park, Galveston Bay Foundation, Germantown Historic  
District, Greater Heights Super Neighborhood 15, Heritage Society, Hermann Park Conservancy, Houston 
Parks Board, I-45 Coalition, LINK Houston, Montie Beach Civic Club, Museum Super Neighborhood 66, 
Scenic Houston, Trees for Houston, Washington Avenue Coalition/Memorial Park Super Neighborhood 
22, White Oak Bayou Association, and Woodland Heights Civil Association.  
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5. create and analyze additional economic impact analyses regarding the community impacts 
as well as the detrimental impact to sales tax and growth the city of Houston will experience 
during the approximate 5-10 years this project will take to construct; 

6. address floatables and the specific MS4 best management practices necessary to minimize 
the adverse impacts to surface water; 

7. reconsider the below grade portion of the proposed project that will act as a flood zone, 
putting lives at risk; 

8. and that TXDOT issue an amended DEIS with all the proposed “final” technical reports, to 
include additional modeling, prior to issuing the Final Environmental Impact Statement or 
the Record of Decision and that it comply with the translation requirements as articulated 
above.  

  
Sincerely, 
 
Air Alliance Houston and  
 
LINK Houston 
Monti Beach Civic Club 
 Bayou Preservation Association 
 Stop TxDOT Coalition  
 Super Neighborhood 83 
 Fifth Ward Super Neighborhood 
 Hermann Park Conservancy 
 Asakura Robinson 
 Houston Freedman's Town Conservancy 
Texas Appleseed 
Friends of Woodland Park, Inc. 
Avenue CDC 
 
 
 

 
 



Date Source Article Title & Link 

01/28/2020 KHOU 11 Protesters raise concerns over I-45 expansion project 

01/16/2020 ABC 13 Moving I-45 to other side of downtown being called 1 of nation's most wasteful projects 

01/06/2020 Community Impact Houston 2020 will be the year Houston decides I-45 project’s future 

12/23/2019 Houston Chronicle James Llamas: All my exes are leaving Texas for cities with vibrant streets and more innovative work 

12/16/2019 Houston Chronicle Mexican consulate moving to southwest Houston to make way for downtown freeway rebuild 

10/11/2019 Texas Tribune Texas’ $7 billion plan to remake Houston highways once again targets homes, businesses in communities of color 

09/25/2019 Smart Growth America Houston - A tale of two transportation systems 

09/06/2019 Houston Chronicle Jeff Speck: Widening I-45 will be a disaster for Houston 

08/21/2019 Texas Observer More Highways, More Problems 

08/05/2019 Curbed Houston’s $7 billion solution to gridlock is more highways 

07/26/2019 KHOU 11 H-GAC approves funding for I-45 expansion project despite protest 

07/26/2019 Rice Kinder Institute Mayor Sylvester Turner: What’s 'good' about the North Houston Highway Improvement Project 

07/26/2019 Houston Chronicle Houston-area officials commit $100 million to I-45 widening project 

07/26/2019 FOX 26 Protesters say I-45 expansion will affect minority Houstonians 

07/25/2019 Streetsblog USA Houston’s Highway Mega-Plan: An Environmental Justice Disaster 

07/24/2019 Houstonia Community Organizers Decry TxDOT’s I-45 Expansion Plan, Call for Delay in Local Approval 

07/23/2019 Houston Public Media 88.7 Activists Want To Delay Funding Vote On I-45 Expansion 

07/23/2019 ABC 13 I-45 freeway expansion will force people out of homes, group says 



07/23/2019 ABC 13 Houston leaders vote to commit $100M in I-45 expansion project 

07/23/2019 KHOU 11  'Freeway-NO WAY': Families, businesses hope to temporarily block major I-45 expansion plan 

07/13/2019 Houston Chronicle Geoff Carleton: A new vision for I-45. And for Houston. 

06/21/2019 Houston Public Media 88.7 Debate Intensifies Over The I-45 North Widening Project 

06/20/2019 NBC 5 (DFW) Planned Interstate 45 Expansion in Houston Faces Challenges 

06/19/2019 Rice Kinder Institute Larence Snowden: How the I-45 project will affect two affordable housing communities 

06/18/2019 Houston Chronicle Report lists I-45 rebuild project among nation’s biggest highway boondoggles 

06/17/2019 Rice Kinder Institute Tanya Debose: Houston's historic Independence Heights' complicated past, present and future with divisive freeways 

06/14/2019 Houston Chronicle Massive I-45 project will remake Houston freeway spine, but at what cost? 

06/12/2019 Rice Kinder Institute Oni Blair: TxDOT's I-45 project could hurt a school and its community. But there are ways to mitigate the harm. 

06/11/2019 Houston Chron.com I-45 expansion impact report may not have considered Independence Heights 

06/10/2019 Rice Kinder Institute Bakeyeh Nelson: Accelerating the drive toward a paradigm shift in Houston’s transportation planning 

02/28/2019 Rice Kinder Institute Jeff Speck Takes On Current I-45 Expansion Plan, Inspires More Action 

04/10/2018 Houston Chronicle Bakeyah Nelson: Will the I-45 expansion make our air worse? 

03/15/2018 Houston Chronicle Houston, highway builders have a lot riding on I-45 widening project 

08/03/2017 Houston Press I-45 Expansion Would Force out Homeless Center That Just Moved Into Building 

07/11/2017 Houston Press As I-45 Reroute Looms, EaDo Business Owners Watch Warily 

06/17/2014 Wired Building Bigger Roads Actually Makes Traffic (* not NHHIP related, but discusses induced demand) 

	



 
 
 
 
 
 
February 6, 2020 
 
 
Director of Project Development 
P.O. Box 1836, 
Houston, TX 77251 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I want to thank TxDOT for extending the public comment period for the for the North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project (NHHIP) Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report. The updated draft 
report contained over 500-pages of pertinent information that community members needed time to 
review and submit substantial commentary on.  
 
Based on various concerning points within the Draft Community Impacts Assessment, I oppose the 
NHHIP as it stands. In comparison to previous impact reports, the current draft shows no substantial 
reduction in the number of single-family homes that will be displaced. This issue alone has been one of 
major concern for myself and the entire community. In addition to residential displacement, the report 
also points to a potential increase in the number of businesses that will be impacted or displaced. While 
I understand the difficulties TxDOT faces in reducing the impacts of such a large project I would urge you 
to seek out new solutions that minimize, or eliminate, any displacement.  
 
Many have also expressed opposition to the air quality, flooding and noise issues that will arise with the 
project as it is currently. To maintain the safety and welfare of the neighborhoods surrounding the 
NHHIP, these issues of pollution must be addressed more thoroughly. Reducing the negative health 
impacts that this project brings to surrounding neighborhoods will be essential to gain community 
support and ensure a positive result.  
 
I urge the TxDOT to take these comments into consideration while finalizing plans for the NHHIP. Please 
do not hesitate to contact our office if we can be of service to you. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Carol Alvarado 
State Senator, District 6 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:23 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Varuna Singh; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Knowles, Roy; Sue Theiss
Subject: FW: Senator Alvarado - NHHIP Commentary
Attachments: Senator Alvarado - TxDOT NHHIP Comments.pdf

Comment from Senator Alvarado  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:42 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Senator Alvarado - NHHIP Commentary 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Carol Alvarado   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 2:48 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Senator Alvarado - NHHIP Commentary 
 
Good Afternoon,  
 
Please see the attached letter from Senator Alvarado regarding the NHHIP Draft Community Impacts Assessment 
Technical Report.  
 
Regards, 
 
Carol Alvarado 
Texas State Senator │ District 6 
District Office: 713-453-5100 │ Capitol Office: 512-463-0106 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 10:38 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Objection to the I-45 Expansion Plan

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:15 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Objection to the I-45 Expansion Plan 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Joshua Atkinson   
Sent: Saturday, February 8, 2020 2:36 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Objection to the I-45 Expansion Plan 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Hi TxDOT, 
 
I am a Houston resident living in Montrose for the past six years. I strongly oppose the current plan for the I-45 
expansion outlined in the TxDOT North Houston Highway Improvement Project Community Impacts Assessment. As it 
stands now the expansion will reduce the effectiveness for I-45 as a means of traversing within the city of Houston as a 
major conduit connecting different neighborhoods on the North-West side of the city center. In addition it will result in a 
significant loss in park access and limit alternative modes of transportation like cycling. I have primarily commuted by 
bike for all six years that I’ve lived in the city and the bayou park paths are an absolutely vital component of the cycling 
infrastructure in the city. Covering these green spaces with concrete and highways will only exacerbate traffic as it will 
reduce cycling and will also result in a grave increase in the risk of flooding that Houston already experiences too much 
of. Encouraging alternative transportation (cycling, metro, and rail) is the only means of reducing the long-term traffic 
burden and this is where major infrastructure funds should be spent. 
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Thanks, 
Josh Atkinson    
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 1:25 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson; Christine Bergren; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: IH45

I’ve reached out to this individual to get an address to better help him.  
 
Forwarding this for the record 
 
Terri   
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:18 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: IH45 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Eric Ayala   
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 8:30 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: IH45 
 
Good day  
 
I am contacting you in hopes that you can be of some assistance. I am a resident of one of the homes that will be 
affected by the IH45 expansion project and I am contacting you in hopes of getting more information about where 
the project is going. I have been unable to go to the neighborhood meeting and I am unaware of what information I 
should have. One of my biggest concerns is what the timeline for the project, looks like. It’s been many years since 
the project was first brought to my attention and I’d really appreciate if you I could get a better understanding of 
what the final steps will look like and when they will take place. I apologize if I am contacting the wrong people and 
would appreciate it if you can help me in any way. 
 
Thank You 
 
Eric Ayala 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:38 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Varuna Singh; Raquelle Lewis
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Public Comment Submission: North Houston Highway Improvement Project - 

Bayou Preservation Association
Attachments: 2017_Bayou Preservation Letter to TxDOT Re I-45 project.pdf; 2020_Feb_I45

_TXDOT_BPA_Lt.pdf

Importance: High

For the record – Bayou Preservation comments  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:43 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Public Comment Submission: North Houston Highway Improvement Project - Bayou Preservation 
Association 
Importance: High 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Sarah Bernhardt   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 3:55 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Public Comment Submission: North Houston Highway Improvement Project - Bayou Preservation Association 
Importance: High 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
Please find attached comments from Bayou Preservation Association regarding the North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I welcome any questions you might have. I can be 
reached at or at our office 713-529-6443. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sarah 
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Sarah P. Bernhardt, Ph.D. 
President & CEO 

 
Bayou Preservation Association 
7305 Navigation Boulevard, Suite A 
Houston, Texas 77011 
Office (713) 529-6443 
Mobile (979) 255-8726 
Fax (713) 529-6481 
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Celebrating 50 years! 

Protecting our bayous 
and streams 

Our Mission is to celebrate, protect and restore the natural richness of all our bayous and streams. 
Our Vision is a network of healthy bayous, streams and watersheds. 

 
2990 Richmond Avenue #500 - Houston, TX  77098 - Phone: 713.529.6443 - Fax: 713.529.6481 - email:   

www.bayoupreservation.org 
 

July 27, 2017 
 
 
 
Mr. Quincy Allen, P.E.    VIA EMAIL to: 
Houston District Engineer     HOU-PIOWebmail@txdot.gov 
Texas Department of Transportation  
P.O. Box 1386  
Houston, Texas 77251  
 
Re: North Houston Highway Improvement Project – DEIS Review  
 
Dear Mr. Allen: 
 
Please accept this letter as the comments of the Bayou Preservation Association on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) released by the Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) concerning TxDOT’s North Houston Highway Improvement 
Project, which will also be referred to in this comment letter as the Interstate 45 
Expansion Project or “I-45 Expansion.”  
 
Bayou Preservation Association is a non-profit organization whose mission is to 
“celebrate, protect and restore the natural richness of all our bayous and streams in the 
Houston area.”  Founded in 1966 by a group led by the late Terry Hershey, Bayou 
Preservation Association has been a consistent advocate for preservation and 
improvement of the beauty and cleanliness of Houston’s bayous and watersheds and a 
consistent advocate for public policies that reduce water pollution of Houston area 
bayous and streams.  Though Bayou Preservation Association recognizes that the 
development of the Houston metropolitan area has led in past decades to many drainage 
projects involving channelization and concreting of Houston waterways, Bayou 
Preservation Association is committed to restoration of Houston waterways to a more 
nearly natural condition wherever that can be accomplished.  
 
Bayou Preservation Association’s concerns about the DEIS are the failure to adequately 
address the impacts on water quality and stormwater management.  Bayou Preservation 
Association supports the comments of the I-45 Coalition on these points, as expressed 
in the excerpt of the Coalition letter that is quoted below.  We have not addressed other 
points in the I-45 Coalition letter, because they fall outside the mission and goals of 
Bayou Preservation Association. 
 

http://www.bayoupreservation.org/
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“Flooding Impacts and Water Quality Impacts  
  
“The DEIS recognizes that ‘potential impacts on surface water quality from the proposed 
project would be primarily related to storm water discharges into streams and drainageways 
that traverse’ the project. Unfortunately, the DEIS analysis of water quality impacts falls into 
the same trap as the visual impact analysis. The latter suggests that because Houston is 
generally unsightly, making it a bit less attractive is not of great consequence. The water 
quality analysis basically says that Houston’s bayous are hopelessly polluted, so a bit more 
pollution is not impactful.  
 
“The DEIS recognizes that Buffalo Bayou, Little White Oak and White Oak Bayou are 
classified by TCEQ as ‘impaired streams’, and that ‘the discharge of storm water runoff into 
these drainage features’ (i.e., in our parlance, bayous), would be unavoidable. Further, it 
argues that because White Oak, Buffalo and Little White Oak are impaired, TxDOT has a 
lesser burden to protect existing water quality. Because these streams are impaired, TxDOT 
should have a greater obligation not to harm them further—especially since TxDOT itself is 
already contributing to the problem with its current practice of dumping freeway water 
directly into Houston’s bayous.  
 
“Any Houstonian who has walked along a bayou underneath a freeway in Houston knows 
exactly what this means – every time it rains, or even when it’s windy, tons of trash are 
dropped into our waterways, and flow into Galveston Bay, an important estuary for 
the greater region.  
 
“TxDOT’s DEIS sets forth that it will meet stormwater discharge requirements during 
construction. Nowhere is it clear how TxDOT will prevent the flow of the thousands of 
tons of trash that are transported from freeways to bayous during Houston’s frequent 
‘gullywashers’. 
 
“Needless to say, the project will produce much more impervious surface with the potential 
to increase flooding and accelerate pollutants into the natural waterways.  The DEIS should 
more clearly define creative strategies to minimize those potential impacts. Those strategies 
may include wet bottom detention basins that can filter water and roadside drainage filters to 
capture trash at its source. That work could be further expanded to include recreation and 
additional water quality functions. 
 
“Waterways affected by the project are already listed as impaired waters.  We ask that 
TXDOT model the runoff and stormwater discharges into Buffalo, White Oak, Halls and 
Little White Oak Bayous in order to meet state requirements that prohibit the addition of 
any pollutant load into impaired waters and focus instead on improving those waters 
through the additional application of more rigorous best management practices for 
stormwater and runoff. Similarly, please further adopt and disclose the best management 
practices and plans that will be adopted, including source controls, to avoid further discharge 
of trash into these waterways.   
 
“Some of TxDOT’s more recent flood control structures have made good strides in 
integrating the landscape with detention.  Others have not.  The detention basins planned on 
either side of Little White Oak Bayou, south of Patton, require thoughtful planning so that 
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water edges are accessible to wildlife, and pedestrian and bicycle trails connect both to the 
existing bike trail going north along Little White Oak Bayou from Calvacade [sic] and to 
Moody Park to the southeast.  The detention basin recently constructed in the Heights 
stands out as an example of lost opportunity, where despite extensive community 
involvement, citizen input and repeated requests from local City Council members, TxDOT 
built a detention pond with a single use that is completely isolated from the surrounding 
community – this in one of the highest land value areas of the City of Houston.  
 
“Despite requests to this effect during the scoping period in 2015, TxDOT has rejected the 
possibility of wet bottom detention areas unless someone else maintains them. We request 
that TxDOT further explain in the Final EIS why it should not have the responsibility for 
doing everything possible to deliver into Houston’s bayous cleaner water from the highways 
it maintains and owns.” 
 

Bayou Preservation Association specifically re-emphasizes and calls attention to the general point 
raised in the Coalition letter to the effect that:  “The water quality analysis basically says that 
Houston’s bayous are hopelessly polluted, so a bit more pollution is not impactful.” 
 
Houston area bayous are impaired. TxDOT is not responsible for the entirety of the impairments, 
but the design and routing decisions of TxDOT in hugging the flood plains of Houston bayous and 
treating those bayous as drainage ditches has been one of the significant contributory causes of these 
impairments. The Bayou Preservation Association respectfully but urgently requests that TxDOT  
conduct a thorough review of the design and engineering premises of the I-45 Expansion Project, as 
a whole, and correct to the maximum degree possible, the pollution impacts imposed by TxDOT’s 
projects. 
 
The Bayou Preservation Association appreciates TxDOT’s careful attention to the comments 
expressed in this letter and is ready to respond to any questions or issues TxDOT may have 
concerning it.  
 
With this project, TxDOT and its local partners could have an excellent opportunity to reverse many 
ill-effects of routing and design choices made during the early days of freeway construction in 
Houston, when adverse pollution and water quality impacts of highway infrastructure were not well 
understood, and mitigation of such impacts non-existent.  
 
Sincerely, 
BAYOU PRESERVATION ASSOCIATION  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Robert L. Rayburn 
President 

 
 



 

Our Mission is to celebrate, protect and restore the natural richness of all our bayous and streams. 
Our Vision is a network of healthy bayous, streams and watersheds. 

 
7305 Navigation Blvd., Suite A - Houston, TX 77011 - Phone: 713.529.6443 - Fax: 713.529.6481 - email:  

www.bayoupreservation.org 

February 7, 2020 

 
Eliza Paul, P.E. 

Texas Dept. of Transportation 

Houston District Office 

7600 Washington Ave. 

Houston, Texas 77007  

 

Re: Comments on Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project 

 

Via Email to HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov 

 

Dear Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E. and Mr. Henry, P.E.: 

 

The Bayou Preservation Association (Bayou Preservation) appreciates this opportunity to 

provide our comments on TxDOT’s December 2019 Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 

Report for the North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP).  

 

The Bayou Preservation Association was established in 1966 and has the mission of celebrating, 

protecting, and restoring the natural richness of all the Houston area’s bayous and creeks, which 

are a unique characteristic of the region.  

 

In light of the region’s unprecedented efforts to mitigate for and consider resiliency and flood 

damage reduction efforts after Hurricane Harvey, we call on TxDOT to consider the following 

five principles adopted by the Bayou Preservation Association Board of Directors in April 2018 

when evaluating cumulative impacts and selecting proposed alternatives on the NHHIP: 

Principle 1. Avoidance of Adverse Impacts on the Functions and Values of Riparian Corridors. 

Projects should recognize the value of functional riparian corridors and seek to protect existing 

riparian areas and not create adverse impacts to existing riparian corridors. Projects should not 

preclude future establishment of riparian corridors in areas where they have been reduced or 

removed due to new development. Where possible, projects should look for opportunities to establish 

or enhance riparian corridors.  

Principle 2. Avoidance of Adverse Impacts on Water Quality. New projects should not diminish the 

water quality of our bayous, streams, lakes, bays and watersheds. Projects should assess impacts 

both at the site of implementation, as well as potential for impact to downstream areas. Where 

possible, projects should look for opportunities to improve water quality which is in line with the goal 

of achieving fishable and swimmable waterbodies throughout our region.  

Principle 3. Utilization of Best Practices for Improving Stormwater Management. New projects 

should look to develop and improve stormwater management facilities which complement the 

natural environment using current research and science. This could include implementation of 

Natural Stable Channel Design practices and sustainable vegetation management using native 
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species. New projects should be identified as a part of holistic planning efforts and integrated into the existing built 

and natural environment such that they add benefit to multiple services.  

Principle 4. Accommodation for Both Current and Future Needs. Studies should seek not only to evaluate current 

needs, but also to accommodate future needs associated with our rapidly growing urban area. Projects should 

identify and secure real estate necessary for sustainable, resilient projects which derive benefits from multiple 

services. 

Principle 5. Evaluation of ALL Associated Benefits and Impacts. The holistic health and functionality of our 

watersheds is complex, and is dependent on numerous natural and built components interacting as one 

comprehensive system. This may include riparian corridors, stormwater conveyance facilities, recreational 

amenities, aesthetic features, ecosystem services, and natural or built measures which include water quality. New 

projects should assess benefits and impacts to all the components of a watershed when determining the feasibility 

of projects and ensuring no adverse impacts to any aspects of a healthy watershed system. 

We are concerned about a number of potential cumulative environmental impacts associated with this 
project, which we believe are not being adequately addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement process 
in accordance with Federal regulations cited therein (i.e., 40 CFR §1508.7.)  
 
In fact, as summarized on Table 1 of the report, none of the following resources / issues is to be given any 
further consideration in the Cumulative Impacts Assessment: 
 

• Economic Conditions • Vegetation and Wildlife 

• Transportation Facilities • Threatened and Endangered Species 

• Air Quality  • Soils and Geology 

• Groundwater • Wild and Scenic rivers 

• Surface Water Quality • Archeological Resources  

• Coastal Zone and Barriers • Historic Resources 

• Floodplains • Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

• Wetlands and Other Waters of the US • Section 4(f) Resources (limited to parks  
 and publicly-owned recreational resources 

 
This leaves only two issues TxDOT plans to include in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis, both of which are 
within the Community Resources category: Neighborhoods and Public Facilities, and Environmental Justice.  
 
While Bayou Preservation Association readily acknowledges the direct human impacts of the I-45 project on 
affected communities, the dismissal of all other environmental quality issues is unacceptable. First, it appears 
to be inconsistent with the definition of cumulative impacts, and second, it is contradicted by TxDOT’s own 
statements in the report.  
 
TxDOT opens its report by citing the Council on Environmental Quality definition of cumulative impacts as 
“effects on the environment which result from incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions,” etc., and noting that “Cumulative impacts can result from minor but collectively significant actions 
taking place over a period of time.” Therefore, TxDOT claims that its “cumulative impacts analysis focuses on those 
resources substantially impacted by the proposed project or those that are currently in poor or declining health or at risk, even if 
proposed project impacts are relatively small.” 
 
But, in fact, as summarized on Table 1 of the report, many of the resources noted above have been impacted 
by “past, present and [/or] reasonably foreseeable actions,” and/or are currently in “poor or declining health 
or at risk.” At the very least, TxDOT needs to assess the degree to which these resources will be subjected to 
further (i.e., cumulative) impacts “even if proposed project impacts are relatively small.” Instead, TxDOT’s denials of 
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cumulative impacts seem to come down to the argument that the project is in a highly developed urban area, 
which has already been environmentally degraded, and therefore additional impacts in these areas are 
negligible. At the very minimum, it is incumbent upon TxDOT to perform a more rigorous, and where 
feasible quantitative, evaluation of these potential impacts at the local level, rather than dismissing them based 
on sweeping regional generalizations.  
 
Groundwater. TxDOT’s comments regarding groundwater on Table 1 are confined to potential impacts to 
drinking water aquifers. While we agree that the risk of impacts there are low, TXDOT also needs to consider 
cumulative impacts to shallow groundwater. Our bayous are in part sourced by seepage of shallow 
groundwater from springs. Past actions, including channelization of the bayous and disconnection from the 
floodplains has disrupted this groundwater-surface water interaction. Part of the I-45 project involves 
building subgrade roadways in trenches. These are likely to intersect the shallow groundwater and cause 
further disruption of groundwater-surface water discharge, potentially further affecting stream flow. This 
potential cumulative impact should be addressed. The discharge of storm water accumulation in these 
entrenched roadways is also likely to have surface water quality impacts. 
 
Surface Water Quality. Many of our waterways are “currently in poor or declining health or at risk,” to use 
TxDOT’s words, but none more so than White Oak Bayou. Ten miles of its channel was paved in the 1960s 
and 70s and its banks cleared of shade trees. These past actions result in artificially high summer water 
temperatures, causing depressed dissolved oxygen content, which in turn can harm aquatic life, potentially 
including fish kills. Acres and acres of additional I-45 lanes will equate to more storm water runoff and 
potentially significant heat impacts. In a summer storm, the first flush of runoff from sub-baked pavement 
can be quite hot. The incremental impact of this heat input could make the difference between a merely 
unhealthy condition and a fish kill. At a minimum, calculations using actual data or at least realistic 
assumptions should be made to assess the potential cumulative impact of increased runoff and associated 
heat flux. 
 
As noted above, the discharge into the bayous of storm water accumulation in the submerged roadways 
should also be addressed as a potential surface water quality cumulative impact. The effluent could potentially 
be a significant source of water pollution, not least in the form of oil, grease and fuel from flood-stranded 
vehicles. Increased water quality impairments are a potential impact and should be addressed in the 
cumulative impacts analysis. 
 
In addition, more freeway lanes will equate to more litter and more floatable trash in the bayous making its 
way downstream to Galveston Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. However, many thousands of dollars TxDOT 
currently spends on trash removal, there is always more trash flying out of car windows and the beds of 
pickup trucks to replace it. If not for the ongoing efforts of many entities such as Houston Parks and 
Recreation Department, Houston Parks Board, Buffalo Bayou Coalition, neighborhood civic associations and 
many other volunteer groups and individuals, whether working in organized events such as Trash Bash or in 
every day ad hoc efforts, things would be even worse. For example, Bayou Preservation Association is 
currently partnering with the City of Houston Health Department on addressing a water quality goal in their 
Community Health Improvement Plan. We have partnered several times in the past six months alone to do 
litter cleanup events in Woodland Park along Little White Oak Bayou and there is a limitless source of trash 
in the waterway. Our collaborative project identified three highly littered waterways in Houston that have 
active community groups and water quality impairments. We have just begun to engage stakeholders along 
Little White Oak Bayou to address litter in the 22 square mile watershed that has I-45 running through the 
middle of it. And with the I-45 expansion there is no reason to expect that the litter in Little White Oak 
Bayou and other adjacent waterways won’t get worse. We must assume that more traffic volume will equate 
to proportionally more trash in the bayous. TxDOT should not be allowed to disregard this important 
potential cumulative surface water quality impact. On a separate note we would welcome partnership with 
TxDOT in working to reduce litter in this waterway as part of our collaborative efforts with the Health 
Department and the local community. 
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Vegetation and Wildlife. The lower portion of the White Oak Bayou Greenway, particularly from Stude 
and White Oak Parks down the University of Houston Downtown (UHD) and the confluence with Buffalo 
Bayou at Allen’s Landing, is one of the most productive and diverse bird habitats in the city, due in large 
measure to the relatively healthy stands of tall grass prairie vegetation. This area represents an important, but 
unfortunately rare fragment of what was once a continuous riparian corridor, having some of the highest 
avian diversity inside Beltway 8. White Oak Park, about one mile upstream from the project, has 
recorded 178 species just within the past several years. Unfortunately, recent expansion of the UHD campus 
destroyed a not insignificant portion of this rich feeding and nesting habitat. Encroachment by the I-45 
expansion will more than likely lead to a further cumulative impact and TxDOT should be required to assess 
it. 
 
Visual and Aesthetic Resources. The footprint of the proposed project represents a significant 
encroachment upon the White Oak Bayou Greenway, 18 acres by one estimate. Many comments have 
previously been made at public meetings and elsewhere regarding the visual impacts of the multiple additional 
elevated freeway lanes, which will essentially eliminate the nearly unobstructed “iconic” vista down the White 
Oak Bayou Greenway to the downtown skyline. The removal of a small piece of I-10 is not even on the same 
magnitude of scale as the addition of seven new overpasses with the loss of 18 acres of greenspace. The loss 
of these visual and aesthetic resources cannot be moved to other neighborhoods and be considered to 
cumulatively improve the impact of the project.  
 
Section 4(f) Resources (Parks and Publicly Owned Recreational Resources). The construction of a 
multi-overpass freeway project over the White Oak Bayou Greenway, with the loss of 18 acres of greenspace, 
should constitute an impact to a park or publicly owned recreational resource. This is another cumulative 
impact which TxDOT should not be allowed to completely ignore. 
 
In summary, TxDOT needs to significantly expand its cumulative impacts analysis to address these and other 
concerns. What has been done to the natural infrastructure of our waterways should not dismissed on the 
basis that the damage has been done and what we do next doesn’t really matter. This is inconsistent with the 
concept of evaluating potential cumulative impacts as stated in federal regulation and is not acceptable. 
 
Alternative approaches have the potential to eliminate many of the socio-economic, neighborhood and 
environmental justice impacts to the local communities associated with the NHHIP as proposed, as well as 
the specific concerns described above. We urge TxDOT to take a more forward thinking approach that better 
takes into account community and environmental costs. At a minimum, TxDOT should honestly and 
rigorously account for the undeniable impacts the NHHIP will have on our environment and our community.  
 
We support the use of the best available scientific data and principles. TxDOT should adopt and consider the 
NOAA Atlas 14 data in the execution of the NHHIP to continue to adjust the plan in response to new 
information to ensure that development in any form, including new roadways, is not occurring in our region’s 
floodways or floodplains, and that new development does not cause increased damage to our floodplains. 
 
We urge TxDOT to take additional action to protect the region’s floodways and floodplains. We advocate for 
no new structures to be allowed within floodways or deep within the floodplain – existing structures should 
be removed and no new structures should be constructed within these areas. This is important because the 
floodplain worked prior to development. Placing structures in the floodway impedes the ability of the 
floodplain to operate and perform as effectively and economically efficient as nature designed.  
 
Stormwater management projects completed in tandem with the NHHIP should incorporate nature-based 
solutions and should be designed to restore riparian corridors to their pre-development floodplain size and 
function. Restoration and protection of the floodplains will result in far superior product and result in less 
taxpayer money spent in the long term. These visionary types of actions will save taxpayer money and in turn 
support multi-use activities and provide additional community benefits, such as removing people from harm’s 
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way by removing their homes from the floodplain, creation of recreational and natural open space and 
improved water quality. We strongly support the application of these landscape level transformations of our 
floodplains as a 100-year vision for our region’s long term resiliency. It is wiser fiscally to pursue full 
restoration of the natural floodplain than to keep applying small solutions. The expansion of the NHHIP 
further into the floodplain will have expensive and serious cumulative flooding and environmental impacts.  
We strongly support environmentally focused solutions, but even more importantly support full restoration 
of the floodplain to its full extent, removing structures from the floodplain and protecting in perpetuity the 
existing undeveloped floodplain. 
 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to provide our comments. For your convenience we are also 
resubmitting our prior comments on this project, originally submitted July 27, 2017. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Sarah P. Bernhardt, Ph.D. 

President & Chief Executive Officer 
 

 
Attachments (2017_BayouPreservation Letter to TxDOT Re I-45 project.pdf) 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:27 PM
To: Christine Bergren; Matthews, Patty
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: Stupidity

FYI  - comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:21 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Stupidity 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Rene Bell   
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 12:36 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Stupidity 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Why would TXDOT even consider putting another critical roadway below the land surface?  To trap and kill another 
group of Hurricane evacuees?  All of TXDOT 's subsurface projects in the Houston area flood, regardless of drainage 
plans.  Why would TXDOT demolish an existing road that could continue to provide downtown access if the main 
Freeway is rerouted?  Sounds like some decision makers have made some speculative investments on the still industrial 
and polluted east side. Hope someone investigates before it's too late.  
 
Rene Bell 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 2, 2020 8:14 AM
To: Amanda Austin; Matthews, Patty; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Cc: Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: Phase II 1-45 expansion plan - detention ponds

FYI 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, December 27, 2019 10:11 AM 
To: Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Phase II 1-45 expansion plan - detention ponds 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Kathy Boulte   
Sent: Tuesday, December 24, 2019 9:40 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Phase II 1-45 expansion plan - detention ponds 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Hello,  
 
As new residents of Independence Heights neighborhood in Houston, we are concerned to learn of the lack of flood 
prevention infrastructure in the area.  We have learned of the original path of Kelton Creek, which originally emptied 
into Little White Oak Bayou, and its displacement by poor development, regulations and planning.  
 
We understand that there is a proposed plan with interlinked detention ponds that would significantly relieve flooding 
run-off.  Being a resident of an area that has been traditionally neglected in terms of  infrastructure planning, we 
support the detention ponds plan for the health and safety of current and future residents of the Independence Heights 
area. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Kathy and Barry Boulte 
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3801 Oxford, Unit C 
Houston, TX 77022 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 10:37 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Comments on North Houston Highway Improvement Project

Comment for the record – specific technical report comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2020 9:42 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Kristina Hadley 
Public Information Officer 
TxDOT Houston District 
Office: (713) 802-5076  Cell: (832) 388-4715 
Kristina.Hadley@txdot.gov 
 
Follow us on twitter @txdothouston 
Watch us @www.youtube.com/txdotpio 
 
From: Amy Boyers   
Sent: Wednesday, February 5, 2020 9:27 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc:  

 
Subject: Comments on North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 

Dear TxDOT, 
Thank you for allowing citizens’ comments on the North Houston Highway Improvement Project. I look 
forward to receiving your responses to my comments below. 
 
Amy Boyers 
919 Ridge St. 
Houston, TX 77009 
 
Draft Community Impacts Assessment (December 2019) 
Comments on the evaluation provided in the Draft Community Impact Assessment (CIA) 

Impacts to Minority and Low-Income Populations / Environmental Justice 
Section 3.4.3 Availability of Residential and Business Spaces 
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The wide range of housing values along Segments 1, 2, and 3 shows the need for a more detailed breakdown 
of housing and availability. The document does not provide justification for searching for replacement single-
family housing for rent based on a monthly lease price between $500-3,000/month. In Segment 3, it is noted 
that housing values range from $25,000-$2,300,000. Rent of $500/month would cost $24,000/year. This is not 
replacement housing. This would allow someone in a $25,000 house to rent a house for slightly more than a 
year considering the property taxes owed on a $25,000 house with no mortgage. The geographic range of the 
replacement housing search was not provided. How far must low-income residents move to find adequate 
replacement housing? What is the walking distance or distance to similar bus routes that would serve to 
maintain their community?  Considering the impacts at the segment level is woefully inadequate.  

Section 4.1-4.2 Population and Demographics & Socio-Economic Conditions 

Segment 1: 87% minority. Bussey Elementary School, Aldine Ninth Grade School, and Aldine High School 
Football Stadium are all 98%+ minority population and classified as economically disadvantaged schools. 
11/27 census block groups contain low-income populations.   

Segment 2: 83.5% minority. Roosevelt and Jefferson Elementary Schools are 98%+ minority population and 
classified as economically disadvantaged schools.  One of 15 census block groups contains a low-income 
population.   

Segment 3: 73.6% minority. 6/26 census block groups contain low-income populations.  

The employment analysis is meaningless. It is a regurgitation of data without context for whether people work 
within the segment in which they live. The analysis does not show any relationship to displaced businesses and 
how that might affect employment opportunities in the neighborhoods, especially for minority, low-income, 
and other vulnerable populations.  

Section 5.1 Displacements 

The projects would result in a significant amount of residential displacements (1,079, including 486 public and 
low-income housing displacements (45%). Additionally, several entities that serve vulnerable populations, 
including minority and low-income populations would be displaced, including entities that provide food and 
shelter for homeless populations. The CIA notes on page 5-7 that there is a shortage of single-family homes for 
lease in the lower ranges of monthly rents. The assessment shown in Table 5-4 appears to hide what is most 
likely a significant shortage in housing given the price ranges shown in the columns ($40,000-90,000 for 
Segment 1, $40,000-100,000 in Segment 2, and $25,000-100,000). The available housing breakdown should 
show reasonable ranges of available housing. The idea that someone living in a home worth $25,000 could 
possibly consider a house priced at $60,000, $80,000, or $100,000 is ludicrous. TxDOT has not given a hard 
look at the significant impacts to low-income populations. Additionally, as noted above, the analysis of single-
family properties for lease is inadequate based on affordability. The lower range of rent ($500-1,000/month) 
appears to hide the true impacts. Finally, no information is provided as to the price ranges of the single-family 
displacements to be able to truly disclose the impacts to low-income residents.  

The Uniform Act requires that no person be displaced by a project unless and until adequate replacement 
housing has already been provided or is in place. Replacement housing must be fair housing and would be 
offered to all displaced persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. All replacement 
housing must be decent, safe, and sanitary, without causing undue financial hardship. The CIA neither fully 
discloses the impacts of the proposed project on residential displacements nor provides information related to 
how low-income residents would be able to find adequate housing within the neighborhoods in which they 
live. The analysis appears to hide disproportionately high and adverse effects to low-income populations.  
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The analysis is even more inadequate in the disclosure of displacements of multi-family housing and 
availability of replacement housing. Although the CIA notes that sufficient data were not available to provide a 
comparison of costs, given the likely significant impacts to low-income populations for single-family 
displacements, TxDOT should do more than look at publicly available online data (i.e., Key Maps).  

The mitigation for public housing inadequate in that the CIA notes that replacement housing in the Clayton 
Homes will be reconstructed within the City of Houston but does not make a provision for 100% of the units to 
stay within the same zip code or neighborhood. While 70% of the units are to be constructed within 1-mile 
radius of the current location, no provision is made to provide transit service to the replacement housing. The 
Key Village agreement, while pending, does not make any provision to remain in the neighborhood or to be 
located near transit service. Residents of public housing are highly likely to rely on public transit. Even moving 
1-mile away can result in a significant barrier to mobility. This comment also applies to the Temenos Place 
Apartments II, Midtown Terrace Suites, and three apartments complexes with renters using housing vouchers 
identified on page 5-13.  

Section 5.2 Community Cohesion 

The notion the displacement of the Planned Parenthood Northville Health Center “may be potentially 
inconvenient for patients of this clinic, particularly those with lower incomes” is preposterous, and burying the 
significant impact of the removal of a significant health care resource for this community in the community 
cohesion section, rather than identifying it as a significant displacement does not meet the spirit of NEPA. The 
closest Planned Parenthood Center (Spring Health) is located about 13 miles away from the Greenspoint 
Community. Displacement of the Planned Parenthood Northwest Health Center should be disclosed as a 
significant impact, and it should be mitigated in a meaningful way.     

The North Houston Birth Center offers services to women throughout the city of the Houston, and many of the 
clients are from Acres Home and Independence Heights. Several other clinics, healthcare centers, and urgent 
care facilities are located on the west side of I-45; however, the North Houston Birth Center is one of the only 
birth centers in Houston that is not part of a hospital and that accepts Medicaid. Loss of the North Houston 
Birth Center would affect low-income residents in the surrounding communities as well as low-income 
residents throughout the city of Houston. Displacement of the North Houston Birth Center should be disclosed 
as a significant impact, and it should be mitigated in a meaningful way.     

It is noted in the community cohesion section (5.2) that Independence Heights residents and community 
leaders expressed concern about financial resources for residential displacements, disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to low-income and high-minority areas, loss of cultural and historical assets, and 
community engagement and involvement with project decision-making. The CIA refers the reader back to 
Section 5.1.2.2 but does nothing to disclose the significance of the impacts or address concerns in a 
meaningful way.  

The community cohesion subsections covering Near Northside, Downtown (EADO), and Fifth Ward 
neighborhoods, among others, provide evidence for disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority 
and low-income populations; however, the CIA stops any effort for real mitigation by stating that affordable 
housing is an issue. The NHHIP significantly impacts these communities and exacerbates the affordable 
housing issue. The impacts are predominately borne by minority and low-income communities. This project 
violates the intent of Executive Order 12898, which directs federal agencies to identify and address the 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority and 
low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.  

5.9.2 Consideration of Disproportionately High and Adverse Impacts 
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The analysis notes that impacts “could be” more severe for minority and low-income populations; however, 
the CIA completely fails to disclose the significant impacts to minority and low-income populations that are 
disproportionately high and adverse. They are predominately borne by minority and low-income communities 
and appreciably more severe than impacts to non-environmental justice populations. The section notes that 
TxDOT is proposing mitigation; however, these measures neither seek to avoid and minimize impacts first and 
do not meaningfully help these significantly impacted vulnerable populations. The measures also do nothing 
to address recurring and cumulative adverse effects on these vulnerable populations.   

Parks, Open Space, and Hike and Bike Trails 
Section 4.3 Land Use 

Parks and Open Space 

 Segment 1: Parks and open space account for less than 1% of the land uses in the study area.  
 Segment 2: Parks and open space account for about 5% of the land uses in the study area.  
 Segment 3: Parks and open space account for about 3% of the land uses in the study area.  
 The parks and recreational resources in Segment 3 (Table 4-14)  

Section 5.4 Parks, Open Space, and Hike and Bike Trails 

The impacts to the White Oak Bayou greenway are clearly significant, though not disclosed as such. Removing 
18 acres of open space in an area where open space accounts for 3% of land uses in the entire study area for 
Segment 3 can only be considered significant. The renderings show a complete visual destruction of the 
greenway. This area is used for recreation and education and improves livability in an area that is generally 
starved for natural, open spaces. Stormwater detention areas as greenspace would not provide any 
replacement opportunities. Adequate space does not exist. The notion that creates an opportunity for the 
development of greenspace is remarkably inaccurate. The measures that TxDOT might consider for impacts to 
parks, open spaces, and hike and bike trails are so heavily couched in caveats that it is unlikely that any of 
these significant impacts would be mitigated.  

Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (December 2019) 
Comments on the evaluation provided in the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 

Eliminating the consideration of cumulative floodplain impacts because TxDOT intends to get a no-rise 
certification in an area that has experienced multiple flooding events in excess of 100-year storms is 
irresponsible. The cumulative impacts technical report fails to consider and disclose the cumulative impacts to 
flooding, especially in Segment 3. A quantitative cumulative impacts analysis is warranted.  

Given the significant adverse impacts to parks, open spaces, and hike and bike trails in Segment 3 and the lack 
of adequate space for replacement resources, a quantitative cumulative impacts analysis is warranted. The 
analysis is inadequate and the notion that TxDOT is making some effort to create parks, trails, and open space 
is inaccurate.  

The cumulative impacts analysis fails to address impacts to communities, especially vulnerable populations. 
Page 38 of the analysis points to the executive orders identifying and including minority and low-income 
populations in project development; however, the technical report fails to truly disclose the recurring and 
cumulative impacts to communities.   

The justification for not including visual and aesthetic resources is remarkable in that there would be 
significant impacts to the viewshed, especially in Segment 3. The analysis fails to truly address this issue under 
community resources.  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:35 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: LINK Houston comments on NHHIP Technical Reports from December 2019
Attachments: LINK Houston Comments on TxDOT NHHIP Technical Reports from December 2019.pdf

Comments from LINK Houston 
 
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:42 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: LINK Houston comments on NHHIP Technical Reports from December 2019 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Jonathan Brooks   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 2:48 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: Oni Blair  Ashley Johnson  Ines Sigel 

 Mara Gomez  
Subject: LINK Houston comments on NHHIP Technical Reports from December 2019 
 
Please find attached our formal comments on the Draft Community Impacts Assessment and the Draft Cumulative 
Impacts Technical Report from December 2019. We hope the comments are addressed as we believe the 
recommendations will enable the Texas Department of Transportation to improve the project. 
  
Please feel free to contact us with any questions. 
  
Best Regards,  
 
Jonathan P. Brooks 
Director of Policy and Planning, LINK Houston 
Mobile (806) 440-2462, Office (713) 353-4604 
www.LINKHouston.org 
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LINK Houston advocates for a robust and equitable transportation network so that all people can reach opportunity. 
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LINK Houston | 708 Main Street, 10th Floor, Houston, TX 77002 
 
 

February 7, 2020 
 
Via Email 
Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E. 
Houston District Engineer (Interim) 
Texas Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 1386, Houston, Texas 77251 
 
RE: North Houston Highway Improvement Project [NHHIP] – Technical Reports Review for 
Community Impacts and Draft Cumulative Impacts of December 2019 
 
 
Dear Ms. Paul, P.E., 
 
The following are LINK Houston’s comments regarding the Texas Department of Transportation’s 
(TxDOT) Draft Community Impacts Assessment (CIA) and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 
Report (CITR) of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP). LINK Houston 
advocates for a robust and equitable transportation network so that all people can reach 
opportunity. LINK Houston provides these comments as a member of and in direct support of the 
Make I-45 Better Coalition and in support of the many directly impacted communities in the 
project corridor with environmental justice populations. 
 
This letter intentionally focuses on (1) displacement impacts in communities where significant 
environmental justice populations live and historical impacts of highways are still remembered 
and (2) procedural abnormalities in the environmental process. 
 

1. TxDOT’s over reliance, over confidence or over assertion that complying with relocation 
regulation and policy is somehow adequate to justify disproportionate impacts on 
environmental justice communities is not acceptable. The agency’s reliance on 
relocation as the primary form of mitigation is iterated in both the draft Community 
Impacts Assessment and the draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. Relocation is 
the most harmful and disruptive form of mitigation and must not be construed as the 
meaningful “enhancement measures and potentially offsetting benefits” expected as a 
result of proactive, best-practice compliance with federal environmental justice 
regulations.1 LINK Houston recommends that TxDOT put forward an updated Preferred 
Alternative design for the NHHIP that prioritizes the desires of directly impacted 
communities, as collected by TxDOT directly in the interim 2+ years since the initial Draft EIS 
was released and as collected by the City of Houston through the on-going, robust community 
engagement under the direction of Mayor Turner. 

2. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) was deficient when released in 
2017 due to lacking all the required analyses to afford the public a full and complete 
opportunity to review one, unified environmental document. LINK Houston recommends 
that TxDOT issue a Supplemental Draft EIS before pursuing a Final EIS and a formal Record-
of-Decision to proceed. There is significant precedent for issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS for 
a project the size of the NHHIP, especially given the opaque, abnormal process of 
intermittently releasing technical reports over a 2+ year period. 

 

 
1 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-219. 
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Displacement Impacts and Environmental Justice 
The NHHIP Preferred Alternative will have significant and adverse impacts on environmental justice populations. 

Along the length of the Preferred Alternative, the majority of the adjacent residential areas include 
environmental justice populations (minority and/or low-income) as measured at both the census block level (for 
race) and census block group level (for income) as well as at the super neighborhood level.2 

Displacement of residences (single family and multifamily), businesses (i.e., jobs), schools, and other important 
community resources (i.e., churches, social services, etc.) by NHHIP will revisit and indeed expand the harm to 
communities begun when IH-45 North was first constructed in the 1950s-60s. The December 2019 CIA provides 
update counts of resources displaced: 
 

• 919 multi-family residences will be displaced (including public and low-income housing) – a decrease from 
1,067 noted in March 2017. 

• 160 single-family residences will be displaced – a decrease from 168 in March 2017. 
• 344 businesses will be displaced – an increase from 331 in March 2017. 
• 2 schools will be displaced – a decrease from 8 in March 2017. 

 
The displaced people and land uses noted in the updated CIA are due to additional increases in right-of-way 
required in Segment 1 (Beltway 8 to IH-610 North Loop) and Segment 2 (IH-610 North Loop to Downtown) as 
compared to the initial draft of the CIA from March 2017:

• Segment 1, displacement for additional right-of-way increased from ~212 acres to ~246 acres. 
• Segment 2, displacement for additional right-of-way increased from ~19 acres to ~44 acres. 
• Segment 3, displacement for additional right-of-way remains ~160 acres. 

 
TxDOT’s explanation for the additional right-of-way centers on storm water detention, which itself is partly 
necessitated by proposing a significantly wider stretch of impervious highway: 

The Preferred Alternative would require new right-of-way, which would displace single- and multi-family homes, 
schools, places of worship, businesses, billboards, and other structures. …The estimated number of 
displacements has changed since the 2017 NHHIP CIA Technical Report and Draft EIS due to changes in the 
proposed project right-of-way, including the addition of storm water detention basins, and changes in existing 
land use and occupancy.3 

TxDOT is willing to acquire additional right-of-way to improve the project in one dimension, mitigating water runoff, 
but has not demonstrated a willingness to significantly alter the project to prevent the harm to communities 
caused by displacement and need for additional right-of-way in the first place. Reducing or eliminating altogether 
the need for additional right-of-way is the appropriate course of action. Taking less land will protect community 
integrity and make it much easier for TxDOT to address impacts of the past by improving conditions for the 
immediately impacted communities, including for the significant environmental justice populations detailed in the 
CIA. 

TxDOT describes the expectation that complying with environmental justice regulations includes “mitigation and 
enhancement measures and potentially offsetting benefits for affected minority and/or low-income populations”4. 
However, the CIA essentially only describes how TxDOT will take mitigative action to offset impacts – which turns 
out to mean essentially only relocation assistance and offers of advance acquisition. The text generously describes 
in some places how relocation may turn to benefit of some – emphasis on may. 

For example, the relocation of a medical service provider that caters to low-income patients would be dependent 
on what access to those services would be after the medical office moves. It is possible that, with the relocation 

 
2 CIA, Section 5.9.1.1, page 255 
3 CIA, Section 5.1, page 52. 
4 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-219. 
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benefits provided by TxDOT, the medical office would relocate locally and the new location would be more 
convenient for some patients.5 

These are ephemeral hypotheticals that always seem to hint of possible benefits while ignoring similarly likely 
negative impacts. The project needs a fundamental reboot that actually provides proactive transportation benefits 
to the immediately impacted communities, which essentially all have significant environmental justice populations. 

After considering the benefits of the proposed project along with mitigation, the Build Alternative may cause 
disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority or low-income populations but a substantial amount of 
these effects have been minimized through a variety of commitments and programs that will be implemented by 
TxDOT.6 

There is very little variety in the commitments and programs TxDOT proposes to utilize. The mitigation actions 
TxDOT is referring to are nearly exclusively the result of following the minimum required practices for relocating 
people and businesses displaced by public infrastructure projects. The following section headings illustrate that 
point: 

5.9.3.1 Displacements – Relocations 
5.9.3.2 Displacements – Affordable Housing 
5.9.3.3 Displacements – Public Housing 
5.9.3.4 Displacements – Businesses and Community Facilities 
5.9.3.5 Noise and Visual 
5.9.3.6 Noise and Air 
5.9.3.7 Air Quality Monitoring 

 
Relocation is the lowest, most harmful and disruptive form of mitigation and can never be construed as the 
meaningful “enhancement measures and potentially offsetting benefits” expected as a result of proactive, best-
practice compliance with federal environmental justice regulations.7 There is no evidence of potentially offsetting 
benefits. There is no evidence of hard decisions to reduce the project footprint to prevent repeating the injurious 
displacements of past decades. In fact, the CIA notes the negative impacts of disrupting community cohesion 
through displacement – for communities at-large and displacees themselves. 

In general, displacement of residences can affect the cohesion of a community, especially if that community has 
a history and a culture that gives it a unique identity. From the information and analysis in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 
it is apparent that most of the environmental justice communities indicated in Table 5-16 have a history and 
culture that is identifiable in the community today. For example, the Independence Heights community has a 
history that goes back over 100 years and has indicated through community planning studies the desire for 
historic and cultural preservation. As indicated in Table 5-16, the potential effects to community cohesion 
related to residential displacements could be expected to be felt more so in the neighborhoods of 
Northside/Northline, Independence Heights, Near Northside, Greater Fifth Ward, Downtown, Second Ward, and 
Greater Third Ward. 

From a community-wide perspective, the loss of residents might be recurrent or cumulative with other activities 
that have affected, or are affecting, a community and thereby creating a cumulative effect that is more adverse 
than the individual effect associated with the project. Other associated effects occurring in these 
neighborhoods (to varying degrees) include impacts from flooding and floodplain buyout programs, previous 
transportation projects, as well as housing affordability associated with gentrification.   

… 

 
5 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-220. 
6 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-220. 
7 CIA, Section 5.9.4, page 5-219. 
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From the displacee’s perspective, the disruption associated with moving can affect a resident’s access to a 
social structure to which they have become familiar over time. This social structure can include community 
activities (church and school) and other regular routines such as grocery shopping, childcare and medical 
services. Individual circumstances will vary making it difficult to assess the extent of adverse effects related to 
residential displacements, however; low-income and limited English proficiency populations may be especially 
vulnerable to such effects. 

The proposed project would impact public housing communities and privately-owned housing projects for low-
income families and individuals and persons with disabilities.8 

TxDOT’s over reliance, over confidence, or over assertion that complying with relocation regulation is somehow 
adequate to justify disproportionate impacts on environmental justice communities is not acceptable. The agency’s 
over reliance on relocation as the primary form of mitigation is iterated in the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 
Report also released in December 2019. The following is just one example of the heavy reliance on relocation 
(instead of preventing the need to relocate in the first place): 

For all impacts in the Northside/Northline super neighborhood, TxDOT intends to follow through with 
implementing mitigation through relocation to ensure that cumulative adverse impacts are not significant in this 
super neighborhood or significant to Environmental Justice populations.9 

 
NEPA Procedural Abnormalities 
The Make I-45 Better Coalition has previously expressed the opinion that releasing individual technical appendices 
for public review after the public comment period passes for the Draft EIS is highly irregular. Comments and 
discussion to that effect were detailed in the Irvine Connor letter dated July 20, 2018. Every technical report should 
have been completed and included in the public review process with the NHHIP DEIS. Understanding community 
impacts and cumulative impacts of a major highway project is fundamental to public oversight through the required 
public hearing and commenting processes. Had the information been provided as part of the Draft EIS, it would 
have greatly influenced the ability of the public to understand both general project impacts and impacts at specific 
locations of concern to communities, individuals, organizations, and business owners. 
 
LINK Houston recommends that TxDOT issue a Supplemental Draft EIS before pursuing a Final EIS and a formal 
Record-of-Decision to proceed. There is significant precedent for issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS for a project the 
size of the NHHIP, especially given the opaque, abnormal process of intermittent release of technical reports over a 
2+ year period. 
 
A Supplemental Draft EIS for the NHHIP is necessary so that the comprehensive impacts of the project can be fully 
examined and commented upon by the public. In addition, some of the substantive changes to the project’s 
Preferred Alternative design will necessitate a re-modeling of the project in context of the 8-county region. The 
Supplement Draft EIS can be issued after TxDOT completes revisions to the Preferred Alternative and any 
necessary re-modeling of the project impacts and thus can reflect all TxDOT commitments to-date, such as those 
still to come as part of the City of Houston’s continued NHHIP community engagement under the auspice of Mayor 
Turner. We understand such a course of action will require additional time and resources. The additional time and 
resources are an investment in creating a much better project for TxDOT, for residents, for businesses, and the 
Houston region – but most importantly for the immediately impacted communities. The current IH-45 North facility 
has existed for more than 50 years. The NHHIP represents a once-in-generations opportunity to improve the greater 
Houston metropolitan area’s image and mobility while mitigating past impacts. 
 
 
 
 

 
8 CIA, Section 5.9.1.3, pages 5-207-8. 
9 CITR, Table 8 Summary of Impacts to Community Facilities and Mitigation Efforts in the RSA, page 51. 
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Conclusion 
This letter related LINK Houston’s continuing concerns about NHHIP’s displacement in environmental justice 
communities and the NEPA process applied to the project. LINK Houston’s two key recommendations are: 
 

1. TxDOT’s over reliance, over confidence or over assertion that complying with relocation regulation and 
policy is somehow adequate to justify disproportionate impacts on environmental justice communities is 
not acceptable. LINK Houston recommends that TxDOT put forward an updated Preferred Alternative design for 
the NHHIP that prioritizes the desires of directly impacted communities, as collected by TxDOT directly in the 
interim 2+ years since the initial Draft EIS was released and as collected by the City of Houston through the on-
going, robust community engagement under the direction of Mayor Turner. 

2. The Draft EIS was deficient when released in 2017. LINK Houston recommends that TxDOT issue a 
Supplemental Draft EIS before pursuing a Final EIS and a formal Record-of-Decision to proceed. There is 
significant precedent for issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS for a project the size of the NHHIP, especially given 
the opaque, abnormal process of intermittently releasing of technical reports over a 2+ year period. 

 
LINK Houston provides these comments as a member of the Make I-45 Better Coalition and based on our own 
organization’s mission to advocate for a robust and equitable transportation network so that all people can reach 
opportunity. We believe every major infrastructure project using taxpayer dollars is an opportunity to improve the 
quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods, rather than simply mitigating negative impacts through relocation 
services. Transportation infrastructure will continue to influence access to opportunity and quality of life, including 
health and wellness in Harris County. The existing IH-45 North facility has existed for approximately 50 years. The 
NHHIP is a once-in-generations opportunity to improve the greater Houston metropolitan area’s image, but most 
importantly to correct racist wrongful actions of the past by improving quality of life for people in the immediate 
neighborhoods of the NHHIP. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jonathan P. Brooks 
Director of Policy and Planning 
LINK Houston 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:46 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: North Houston Improvements 

For the record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:27 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Improvements 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Andres Bryan  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 4:45 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Improvements 
 
Good Afternoon TxDOT representative, 
 
My name is Andres Bryan and I have a few concerns regarding the new i45 expansion and reconfiguration that TxDOT 
has planned. Some are as follows. The homes and people that will be displaced in this reconfiguration will be greatly 
affected and noise will continue to impact them at an alarming rate. The construction will take years to finish and will 
only aid in a headache to the commuters that travel this corridor daily. Not only will it cause headaches because of lane 
closures and narrower lanes, but the commute time will be longer and more people will go into different freeways 
causing more congestion on US 290 and I69 the eastex freeway. Apart from the longer commute times the new 
configuration for 4 HOV/toll lanes would be a waste of space since a commuter rail could easily be put in place of those 
lanes. This would reduce the pollution from the cars traveling to and from the city. Flooding is also a major concern 
because parts of i45 by main street and 610 flood, as well as, the portion of 59 that is meant to be under the ground. 
 
I think a better alternative would be to have more public transit included on the cities already existing infrastructure 
such as commuter rails instead of the HOV/HOT lanes. Along with a well serviced bus system this would allow 
Houstonians to move about the city with less of a headache. This would alleviate traffic and allow for the city to spend 
about 3 billion dollars less and very few ROW acquisition needed. 
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Thank you for listening, 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=guLQv_f_3inq_GwDh7-dzEnAaWUPbf-
N85Y2z7XIDaI&s=n5ZVoPYb9xS39pvZgGMVX23B2G3AO7pMH_zcH9DTdxs&e= > 



1

Matthews, Patty

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 19, 2019 11:20 AM
To: Matthews, Patty
Cc: Amanda Austin; Christine Bergren
Subject: FW: I-45 Expansion

Comment on NHHIP in general 
 

From: HOU‐PIOWebMail <HOU‐PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2019 3:04 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>; Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I‐45 Expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU‐PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Brandt Burleson    
Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2019 9:50 AM 
To: HOU‐PIOWebMail <HOU‐PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I‐45 Expansion 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Please do not move forward with any highway expansions in Houston. This is a massive waste of money that will not 
accomplish a decrease in congestion beyond 30 days. Far too many people and businesses will be needlessly displaced 
which will damage the regional economy. Investments in mass transit projects in Houston would be much more 
beneficial to the city and a much better use of tax payer money. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Brandt Burleson 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:32 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP (North Houston Improvement Project) and Segment 3 work - East 

Downtown and Downtown Loop Comments

For the record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:42 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP (North Houston Improvement Project) and Segment 3 work - East Downtown and Downtown Loop 
Comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Linda Cantu  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 2:36 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP (North Houston Improvement Project) and Segment 3 work - East Downtown and Downtown Loop 
Comments 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I wanted to voice my opinion in support of the TxDOT NHHIP proposal for Segment 3 East Downtown Trench (depressed 
freeway section) as well as the CAP as presented in the latest Dec 2019 technical reports.  I truly believe that execution 
of this project will create a more vibrant downtown and EaDO community.  The possible CAP Park which needs private 
funding will be an exceptional add to the community and the promotion of green space in Houston. 
 
Thank you, 
Linda 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=wf-
JoVs0CDVd11Ayvj4m2W5F9iMO7SdOfkhAZseYy6I&s=xPyXQgQ6EJXGHjfnwOAW3RSHHr1AiVhuad9-2OB6HEo&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 11:50 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Varuna Singh; Raquelle Lewis
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: CTC Comments to Draft NHHIP Community Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical 

Report (CIA-TR)
Attachments: ctc comments re Community Impact Assessment Technical Report to TxDOT PIO.pdf

For the Record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:17 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: CTC Comments to Draft NHHIP Community Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report (CIA-TR) 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Carol Caul   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 7:24 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: CTC Comments to Draft NHHIP Community Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report (CIA-TR) 
 
Dear TxDOT NHHIP Project Development Staff: 
  
The Citizens’ Transportation Coalition (CTC) has reviewed the Draft NHHIP Community Impact Assessment 
(CIA) Technical Report and submits the following comments and recommendations. 
 
Thank you for the extended time to provide input on community impact issues. 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol Caul 
Legal Advisor and Board Member 
Citizens' Transportation Coalition  
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PO BOX 66532, HOUSTON TX 77266-6532 
 
February 7, 2020 
 
Director of Project Development 
TxDOT Houston District Office 
P.O. Box 1386 
Houston, TX 77251-1386 
Phone: (713) 802-5241 
Email: HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov 

 

CTC Comments to Draft NHHIP Community Impact Assessment (CIA) 
Technical Report (CIA-TR) 
 
Dear TxDOT Project Development Staff: 
 
Citizens’ Transportation Coalition (CTC) has reviewed the vast amount of data and analysis in 
the Draft NHHIP Community Impact Assessment (CIA) Technical Report and submits the 
following comments and recommendations. 
 
CTC Conclusion Regarding the NHHIP CIA-TR and This Project Generally 
We do not see that mitigation of community impacts is impossible for Segments 1 and 2, but it 
will be costly.  TxDOT may decide it does not want to spend the money on the mitigation it has 
outlined. NEPA requires a design that will minimize impacts, both generally and to the 
environment, as well as locally to the communities affected. The cost of mitigation for Segment 
3 appears to us to outweigh any benefits that will result after a very long period of construction 
and upheaval. Our conclusion is that Segment 3 should not be built at this time. 
 
CTC would prefer that the project be separated and defer construction of Segment 3 until there is 
more study of flooding, drainage, construction sequencing, land developer impacts, takings, and 
provision for limited oversight by FHWA and other federal agencies such as the EPA and 
USACE. Based upon TxDOT’s own forecast regarding Segment 3 construction (below), it will 
take years, be incomprehensibly difficult, and violate all sorts of standards for operation of roads 
and bridges (the interchanges) during destruction of existing facilities and construction of new 
ramps and other infrastructure required. All the while our 3rd or 4th largest city is trying to 
maintain economic viability of its downtown and control horrific structural and natural flood 
threats and to keep tabs on the city’s economic viability so it can maintain quality of life. Boston 
was the laughingstock with the Big Dig, but Houston may replace it, but with much more horrific 
results. 
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It was our understanding prior to Hurricane Harvey that the construction would begin with 
Segment 3, rather than end with Segment 3. This construction sequence should be flipped around 
and put the more thoroughly scrutinized, simpler designed Segments 1 and 2 ahead of Segment 3 
in the queue. Or Segment 3 should be tabled for lack of an adequate Purpose and Need and 
failure to meet Performance Metrics and the matter referred to the FHWA and other agencies. 
 
Pierce Elevated: Fix it First 
The Pierce Elevated should not be removed to gain green space and community cohesion. Those 
are land developer pretexts. Since the day it opened, the Pierce Elevated has been like Houston’s 
version of Galloping Gertie. But that structure is very functional both for the community, for 
downtown, and for circumventing downtown, providing interchange options and shortening fuel-
wasteful trips. 
 
About the Citizens’ Transportation Coalition 
The Citizens’ Transportation Coalition (CTC) is an all-volunteer, grassroots advocacy 
organization based in Houston, with members across the 8-county Houston-Galveston region. 
Since 2004, CTC volunteers have worked to engage neighborhood leaders in the planning of 
transportation projects that affect our neighborhoods throughout the H-GAC region. 
 
CTC advocates for the effective transportation infrastructure, expenditures, processes, and 
solutions that improve access to mobility, safety, and quality of life for all stakeholders. We 
closely adhere to FAST principles for performance, safety, and multimodality, and we strongly 
support NEPA requirements for documentation, consideration, and mitigation of federal projects 
including highway projects. 
 
CTC has certain guidelines and principles to help with the two goals above which we think 
have greatest bearing on the community assessment analysis: safety and improvement of 
quality of life for neighborhoods and stakeholders. 
 
Purpose and Need. If there is no well-defined Purpose and Need for each segment 
of the project, that segment should not be built.  
CTC’s first guideline for taking a position on federal aid highway projects is that Purpose and 
Need (often referred in NHHIP documents as Need and Purpose because TxDOT takes a position 
in its guidance that need should be stated before purpose) is a substantive legal requirement 
requiring compliance. TxDOT advises that only a few sentences are needed for this conjoined 
statement, meaning it assumes its answer as to whether a project has a supportable purpose and 
need. 
 
Projects should be designed to minimize environmental, economic, and social 
impacts; and plans must be made to mitigate those impacts. 
After doing the costing to achieve this, a project should be scotched, where it appears 
infeasible or not sustainable, or more succinctly the fully accounted for costs outweigh the 
benefits.  
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CTC appreciates that TxDOT has finally given credence to negative health, 
property, and psychological impacts resulting from the very long construction 
period for the NHHIP. 
We describe this below, but we do not give much credence to TxDOT actually implementing the 
solution it briefly proposes. 
 
Since 2012, the US Department of Transportation has focused on a performance-
based planning approach to our transportation systems.  
To meet the tests of MAP-21 and FAST for federal funding, a project, or project segment if 
the project can be segmented as to constructability and cost, must have a clearly defined 
and justifiable purpose and need and must meet appropriate MAP-21 and FAST metrics 
for Safety, Pavement and Bridges on the NHS, System Reliability, Freight, Congestion, and 
Air Quality, and Transit Asset Management Targets.  
 
Land development and asserted congestion relief through highway construction and CMAQ 
programs do not alone qualify for support by CTC. CTC had, since Segment 3 was first 
proposed, severe misgivings whether Segment 3, as proposed met Safety requirements and 
whether it presented unnecessary environmental impacts that would be difficult or impossible to 
mitigate. 
 
Land development often shifts the costs of land development onto highway users or other 
adjacent landowners. Land development is certainly not always bad: it can provide 
sustainability to a community that might be in need of commercial operations not already there 
such as big box hardware and lumber stores or large groceries with top quality produce and 
access for large freight to delivery that produce. Plus, the developers can make a significant 
amount of money, but they should not be granted variances from provisions that are 
required by MAP-21 and FAST for safety and protection, especially from flooding. 
 
Fix It First minimizes additional community impacts 
A key CTC transportation principle is “Fix it first”: don’t reconstruct something that could be 
modified or retrofitted and work nearly as well. Further, if infrastructure is already there, its 
rehabilitation should minimize community impacts. Presumably transportation dollars spent on 
highways should be less also. 
 
The problem is that more lanes are needed for a 20-year design and for today’s type of car 
capacity and today’s type of transit capacity, so Fix It First is easy to say, but not so easy to 
implement. This is a total reconstruction project. Segment 3 might afford the opportunity to 
Fix It First since there is already a composite of interchanges downtown. 
 
CTC wants a cost-benefit analysis for Segment 3 with impacts on the various 
communities quantified and a budget for their mitigation. 
CTC has read the most recent TxDOT construction report newsletter, which it has linked to 
below. TxDOT’s letter indicates that construction time for Segment 3 might be as much as 7 
years. We do not see any benefit on the communities affected nor on Houston as a whole to be 
undergoing construction, using very complicated sequencing, for 7 years.  
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We also are skeptical of the traffic numbers going 20 years out, and the cost of the project. Our 
guiding principle regarding costs is that “Real numbers must be used to measure fiscal 
constraints; "numbers must be available to the public for all transportation expenses whether at 
the federal, state, county, or local level, and reported in a format that can be reviewed by the 
public. A project this large, especially for Segment 3, or one that involves toll lanes, must be 
backed by some sort of investment grade study. We do not see it. 
 

Summary of City and Civic Efforts 
 
The City of Houston conducts Complete Community and Complete Streets studies and have 
provided findings to TxDOT. Also, many civic organizations such as the Houston Coalition of 
Complete Streets and Bike Houston attempt to improve communities, but they do not focus on 
the negative or positive impacts of freeways and toll roads other than they commandeer all the 
space and money. 
 
We are very grateful that the Mayor and City and the various government entities have 
participated in such community studies and have elevated them to TxDOT for inclusion and, one 
hopes, action. We have linked to the summary of such studies. It would appear from the 
summaries they are not focused at mitigation of individual stakeholder harms and the studies rely 
on super neighborhoods and other organizations which all in poor neighborhoods or 
neighborhoods overshadowed by TIRZ are not privileged to participate in. 

CTC summary of specific comments re FEIS Draft CIA Technical 
Report 
 
CTC comments that there is no comprehensive Executive Summary for the 3 
Segments covered by this report.  
 
Notwithstanding the City’s outstanding efforts, busy elected officials and 
stakeholders need a comprehensive Executive Summary to integrate all the GIS, 
census, and other raw data covering each of the 3 segments. 
First CTC comments that there is no Executive Summary for the entirety of this report although 
there are Summaries of each type of recurring impact (e.g. Construction Noise). The report is 
545 pages long inclusive of exhibits and tables which contain much textual comment. This is not 
that useful to busy city officials who are charged with oversight of our city communities. We 
imagine that except where there is a well-defined management district, super neighborhood, or 
historical district, boundaries of the “communities”, or as we would prefer “local areas” along 
the Preferred Alternative are difficult to define and may shift rapidly. 
 
METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSMENT 
Section 3.2 Land Use Assessment 
 
CTC objects to the Land Use metric for the TR. The metric should be Land Use with “x feet” of 
existing and preferred alternative locations to capture the impact of the Preferred Alternative. 
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How does measuring within one half mile of the existing location capture the impact that will 
result from the Preferred Alternative unless the two are congruent? We assume this is just an 
error and will be corrected in the editing process. 
 
TxDOT quotes as their study boundaries: 

The land use assessment evaluates how the proposed project would affect existing land 
use patterns, proposed developments, and development trends. Land uses were 
identified within approximately one-half mile of the existing project corridor 
roadways to document existing development and development patterns in the project 
vicinity. The area includes land that would be directly impacted by the proposed right-
of-way of the Preferred Alternative, and other land in the project vicinity that may have a 
higher potential for indirect impacts. Direct impacts would include the permanent 
conversion of existing uses or restricted use of land as a result of the proposed project. 
Other impacts may include shifts in development patterns and inconsistency with 
local and regional development plans.   
 
Existing land use data for the CIA is based on 2018 Geographic Information System 
(GIS) data provided by H-GAC (H-GAC 2018).” (H-GAC data is excellent, but existing 
land use within half a mile of the current alignment as well as existing land use within 
half a mile of the preferred alternative should be use.  

 
Methodology of CIA Technical Report is not appropriate for this large a project. It 
is fortunate that the City and Mayor have held community-based meetings also, 
but they do not seem to be well integrated into this report. (CTC has the link to 
the summary of those meetings elsewhere.) 
 
CTC objects strenuously to abatement of impacts based on inclusion in a super 
neighborhood or management district. What does it mean to be in a community? 
Is it only those who are in a super neighborhood or management district?  
 
The methodology is far too atomistic for a complex multi-mile project and has resulted in 
reliance on city community meetings (not a bad thing, but they should not be the sum total 
source of analysis for a federal aid highway project). 
 
Simple super neighborhoods do not line up with communities, and certainly do not encompass 
all significant impacts from the project. Not everyone is fortunate enough to be in a super 
neighborhood or management district. 
 
There will already have been an inherent abatement or mitigation of impacts within these special 
areas, so there is probably an underreporting of impacts.  
 
Further, there is a danger that those persons who TxDOT indicates in the Mitigation 
section are entitled to relief may get left out just because they are not in one of the super 
neighborhoods. 
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This was an analysis de novo. CTC does not have a problem with that, but the 
2010 Census data on which the study is predicated is stale. If the tabulated 
numbers were run in a model, Census 2020 forecasts should be loaded in to see 
if there have been significant population shifts (cf land developer forecasts eg for 
EaDo.) 
 
The use of 2010 Census data is described in the TR: 

“The 2010 U.S. Census provides population, racial and ethnic distribution data down to 
the census block level. The 2010 U.S. Census provides population, racial and ethnic 
distribution data down to the census block level.  Community profile data was collected 
for census tracts, block groups, and blocks that intersect or that are adjacent to the 
proposed right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative. Collectively, this census profile area 
includes 48 census tracts, 78 census block groups, and 1,108 census blocks, with two 
census tracts overlapping and several block groups overlapping Segment boundaries. 

 
Tabulating all this data is awfully granular, and little community analysis is tied to the data, and 
the data blocks do not match up with the Land Use boundaries.  
 
CTC counted the number of “mentions” in the TR of key stakeholders and 
impacts that would be important to members of the community.  
Among the issues and numbers of mentions are as follows with brief comments: 
 
Executive summary, 0 mentions. This is a CTC complaint as noted here. 
There is no Executive Summary. Disparate and separate communities do not lend themselves 
to an executive summary, but it is a bit much to ask busy council members and the mayor 
to read through 545 pages. It is important to get support by city officials to push forward a 
huge project which many think is overbuilt, Segment 3 a dangerous boondoggle, damaging to the 
environment, there is no community based purpose and need for, and no longer is touted as an 
evacuation route. Council and Mayor support is also needed for issues such as green space and 
walking and biking which transcend communities and council member districts. 
 
Census, 441 mentions; Population, 503 mentions. 
The report is based on 2010 census numbers. CTC is not asserting the analysis should change, 
but there is overreliance on demographics. The impacts are caused by TxDOT, not by the 
number of persons. 
Mayor, 10 mentions; The Mayor is instrumental in developing community workshops to gather 
data regarding impacts and relations with highways, discussed below. 
Super Neighborhood, 576 mentions; There is too much reliance on Super Neighborhoods. 
Many areas either do not have a super neighborhood or it is not active in promoting control over 
community impacts. 
 
GIS, 262 mentions; Site visit, 17 mentions; HCAD, 34 mentions.  
There is too much of a listing of GIS locations, meant for identification of sites. TxDOT gets 
much of its data from H-GAC, and perhaps its staff needs to do more site visits rather than 
relying on GIS and Google Earth information. There is mention of the Mayor and the City’s 
efforts to get input for community concerns, above. This input though is very valuable for 
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community concerns as a whole, but TxDOT can obtain a better feel on the ground by driving 
along the Preferred Alternative and seeing exactly what is going on. Perhaps take a community 
leader along for the ride. This viewing of the Preferred Alternative alignment would include 
issues such as access to schools that probably are not exactly abutting the Preferred Alternative 
to determine whether changing an exit or entrance ramp could mitigate the dangers to the school 
kids and operations. 
HCAD, 34 mentions; This is a source of location and wealth (not income) information. If the 
numbers were dug into, changes in market value could be examined. Many of HCAD’s numbers 
are routinely challenged, but that is an effort that may not regularly be undertaken in 
communities where there is a high rental population. The numbers are also a good measure of 
gentrification and community change. TxDOT should not be helping the land developers and 
the city regentrify an area. Its job is mobility for all and safety. 
 
Flooding, 9 mentions; Detention, 18 mentions. 
Flooding is not well analyzed in the DEIS or any draft technical studies. We set our cap on 
depressed sections of the freeway, particularly downtown prior to Harvey. Now we need to get 
serious about rising sea levels that can encroach on Galveston Bay and Buffalo Bayou, new 
rainfall levels, and of course structural flooding. Structural flooding can be community based, 
and it would be caused by TxDOT when it fails to mitigate its projects with adequate drainage. 
Detention is not the only solution in many communities, but it is discussed as if it were the 
only mitigation. Better control and cleaning by the city and/or TxDOT of existing pipe and ditch 
systems needs to be discussed. 
 
Surface Water Pollution Caused by Pumping; Where to Convey or Detain the 
Water; Backup Plain 
This is a major community impact associated with rainfall and flooding and the TR should 
mention it even if there are flooding, surface water, and waters of the US reports elsewhere. 
The existence of alternate surface road routes for when the pumps malfunction should be 
mentioned. 
 
Petrochemicals, hydrocarbons, refineries and chemical plants, hazardous 
materials: all not mentioned 
This should be mentioned in the TR. Flooding of these critical infrastructure facilities presents 
the possibility for a massive, massive environmental disaster. 
 
Construction Dust: Only a total of 108 general mentions. 
Construction dust has only3 mentions; plus Dust, generally, 105 mentions.  
This is a real health, safety, and property damage impact for stakeholders, and it will be long-
term, not “temporary” as TxDOT styles it. 
 
TxDOT mentions construction dust, but in a general way and without reference to the 
composition of the dust.  
 
Cement is a wonderful product, but it contains many chemicals dangerous to lungs over 
prolonged breathing. The Portland Cement Association says “Cement is manufactured through a 
closely controlled chemical combination of calcium, silicon, aluminum, iron and other 
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ingredients. Common materials used to manufacture cement include limestone, shells, and chalk 
or marl combined with shale, clay, slate, blast furnace slag, silica sand, and iron ore.” 
  
CTC thinks construction dust from cement and cement operations, and surely there will be 
a plant or two, and hacking up and disposing of millions of tons of used cement over a long 
term (not temporary construction as represented in the CIA TR) poses very serious 
environmental and health hazards both to workers and residents. Further, soil dust from 
TxDOT projects where dirt is excavated or hauled in or dug up or embankments are taken 
down always gets in the homes of adjacent and nearby stakeholders, and those soils will 
contain contaminants from years of oil and other highway use spills. Dust will get all over 
people’s homes and in their air conditioning and electronic systems, and especially for those 
communities such as in Segment 3 where construction times will be years.  
 
The Study has a chapter 5 MITIGATION SECTION, “IMPACTS OF THE 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE”.  
CTC has serious concerns about statements made in the Mitigation Section, 
particularly about construction dust. 
In its Mitigation Section, commencing at 5-214, TxDOT makes the somewhat unbelievable 
statement regarding dust and noise impacts: 

“To mitigate for potential short-term construction dust or noise impacts, TxDOT will 
provide funding for weatherization and energy efficiency for qualifying low-income 
single-family residences.” 

CTC finds this statement wholly unacceptable from a community impacts standpoint, and from a 
fairness standpoint. At least TxDOT is acknowledging these impacts will be long-term and 
hazardous to health. But the statement is vacuous. The statement sounds great, but it must be 
examined as to how it will be administered. For example, who decides who gets the mitigation. 
Do residents have to put up the money and get reimbursed. At what stage in the construction 
process will the payments be made. This would be new for TxDOT, and CTC is highly skeptic 
and does not hold much hope for the impacted persons.  
 
There is no reference to point out how persons will go about qualifying for the weatherization: 
do they have to be within 500 feet of the construction? 500 feet is a typical metric. The area of 
interest is one mile. CTC does not believe there is a timeline for doing this, and to the best of our 
knowledge, this has never been done before. When TxDOT refers to “low income” CTC 
assumes that this is low income property owners and not renters, but this needs to be clarified. 
This is an administrative mess and should be settled before shovels are in the ground. TxDOT 
needs to set forth the budget and timeline for impacted parties, particularly those for construction 
dust. 
 
TxDOT needs to modify the foregoing statement. 
 
Construction Noise Mitigation: this provision, like Construction Dust, above, 
needs to be rewritten to reflect more accurate what TxDOT intends to do and at 
what stage of the construction project. 
Page 5-191 of the Draft Technical Report reads in part: 
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Construction noise would have short-term impacts to receivers along and nearby the 
corridor and along designated construction access routes. Impacts from construction 
normally occurs during daylight hours when occasional loud noises are more tolerable. 
None of the receivers are expected to be exposed to construction noise for a long 
duration. Any extended disruption of normal activities is not expected…  

There is also the provision for qualifying low-income housing for weatherization and energy 
efficiency. Parameters need to be developed for this or it is a meaningless promise to vulnerable 
persons who are often not experts in interpreting long highway reports developed from 
templates. 
 
 
Fuels, CO, MSAT Studies, and a 20-Year Design 
Fuel, 4 mentions; Electric or new vehicle types such as autonomous, 0 mention in this report. 
No matter what part of the Technical Reports, TxDOT needs to focus forward. Major federal aid 
highways are to have a 20-year design standard. TxDOT, based on H-GAC recommendations 
and MSAT studies which state that pollution due to tailpipe emissions will continue to decline.  
 
CO is a local, ground level pollution. CTC is a major fan of H-GAC’s knowledge base and 
planning and forecasting skills, but this sort of conclusion needs to be meshed with Census 2020 
predictions and current and future vehicle types owned in the various communities. The report is 
detailed elsewhere, but many city, special government entities, and community civic groups 
should be advised briefly how to use the current detailed report.  Also, they should be told briefly 
how current the model data is that was used to run the forecast for the various hot spots. Overall 
the TxDOT diminishing pollutants assertion for lower income communities seems improbable. 
There was no mention of electric vehicles in this particular Technical Report. 
 
Access Roads Have Pros and Cons for the Communities. Access roads are not 
listed as an impact but should be. 
The Preferred Alternative for Segments 1 and 2 is fairly clear as to the presence and alignment of 
access roads. Whether access roads will be built for Segment 3 where the highway is elevated, 
and real estate is scarce is another question. 
Access road, 2 mentions; Curb cut, 0 mention; Freeways in Houston will not quit building 
access roads, but access roads can be good to serve as new local streets and can provide shopping 
and offices close to the freeway particularly for the underserved communities.  
 
On the other hand, access roads can be under construction for so long, and have stupid 
intersection management facilities such as four way stops, they cause major congestion and fuel 
waste, undermining the time gains from the mainlanes of the freeway. Further, they can do much 
damage to existing businesses due to diminished access. 
 
Without design refinement, 30% of the Preferred Alternative ROW is in a flood plain in 
Segment 1. A lot of the land along the current ROW is used by small and low-income 
merchants. TxDOT is taking the land not in the floodplain.  TxDOT has no real solution here if 
the road is to be as wide as desired: it could build parts of the Segment 1 pancake on low piers, 
but there would be no access to merchants. The community may lose a number of businesses it 
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relies on in this car-centric area. CTC considers this to be part of the Environmental Justice 
problem. 
 
Land Developers. 
Developer, 6 mentions of developers, only in passing; Developers and concrete lobbyists 
generally do not have the best interests of Houston as a 21st century at heart because they refuse 
to include the cost of mitigation of their projects into their ; they are generally the nemesis of 
CTC goals: they promote sprawl and highway building and can cause gentrification, but they can 
have a positive impact on jobs, but the jobs need to be in the community. Growth in one 
neighborhood will not have an optimal impact on economics if the jobs are not nearby. 
 
Pierce Elevated should remain and be rebuilt. 
Pierce Elevated, 90 mentions; Many support CTC’s position that removal of the Pierce 
Elevated does not promote community cohesion and mobility, but rather promotes land 
development dressed up as green space. Pierce Elevated is one of the few structures that serve a 
real purpose and need both for the Downtown Segment 3 and for the community. 
 
Visual impacts, 34 mentions. 
“Visual impacts” is a subject of another Technical Report, but on a community wide basis, 
TxDOT, in conjunction with SGE’s or the city, could promote at very low-cost optimal use of its 
Green Ribbon and Scenic America principles. 
 
Interchange, 142 mentions. 
TxDOT characterizes the entirety of Segment 3 as one large series of interchanges. 
Generally, if CTC is going to support building a highway or segment thereof, CTC will support 
constructing the interchanges first. Interchanges at an appropriate capacity allow modelling to 
determine how much capacity needs to be added to the linear portion of the road. Plus, 
interchanges must be up to date and safe. 
 
Environmental Justice Stakeholder Meetings 
TxDOT has tabulated an extensive number of public meetings under an Environmental Justice 
exhibit. CTC was most interested in meetings in 2018 and thereafter. CTC is not certain that all 
these meetings deal with Environmental Justice issues and is concerned with the lack of attention 
to Segment 1 where there are real Environmental Justice issues. 
 
 
The City has developed an interactive map for NHHIP where one can view impacts 
on communities adjacent to the planned NHHIP 
(http://www.houstontx.gov/planning/nhhip/). 
 
The comments of residents who attended June 2019 city workshops designed for persons 
affected by NHHIP are summarized at 
http://www.houstontx.gov/planning/nhhip/docs_pdfs/NHHIP_June_Public_Meetings_Comments
_Received.pdf. The summary shows that most of the comments reflected opposition to the 
project (spend dollars on more mass transit) or its design (e.g. too much space for HOV lanes). 

http://www.houstontx.gov/planning/nhhip/
http://www.houstontx.gov/planning/nhhip/docs_pdfs/NHHIP_June_Public_Meetings_Comments_Received.pdf
http://www.houstontx.gov/planning/nhhip/docs_pdfs/NHHIP_June_Public_Meetings_Comments_Received.pdf
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However, the comments that reflected immediate impacts on their communities included design 
features of frontage roads.  
 
Houstonians use frontage roads like local roads and merchants and TxDOT encourage this. A 
comment frequently appearing is that the frontage roads flood causing major mobility disruption 
which essentially says the design of frontage roads is substandard for communities.  
 

It is a CTC principle to support neighborhood quality of life and 
neighborhood and cultural preferences. The negative impacts on 
Segment 1 and 2 can probably be mitigated, albeit at a high cost; but 
we do not see that the impacts, including community impacts, from 
Segment 3 can be mitigated at a cost that will not outweigh all 
foreseeable benefit from building the project. 
The different communities have vastly differing dependence on automobiles, but that does not 
mean they have dependence on the use of the freeway and certainly not dependence on inter-
segment use of the freeway. 
 
CTC would add these ideas to the community inputs. CTC would suppose that the greatest factor 
in community cohesiveness is land use, local taxation, schools, good local streets and transit, and 
land developer operations. Although we particularly do not support Segment 3, we see the 
immediate negative impact on community from long-dated construction impacts, arising from 
dust, noise, and local mobility constraints over a long period, and greater design and mobility 
impacts due to more exits and entrances and more takings of land. Other impacts include 
flooding, lack of effective pumps and flood mitigation, climate change exacerbating flooding, 
damage to clean water especially from pollutants from the ship channel, damage to historical 
districts, over gentrification, and possible loss of cultural identity. We do not think these can all 
be mitigated, and the mitigation for the factors that can be mitigated will be so expensive as to 
outweigh any benefits from constructing the project. 
 
We remain firm in our position that destruction of the Pierce Elevated does not promote 
community cohesion; rather it promotes land re development, rising housing costs, and 
gentrification where there is still land to gentrify. It should be rebuilt to a safer standard. 
 

Mechanisms for Offsetting Community Impacts of NHHIP and Other 
Roads. 
 
TxDOT does not have this type of approach in its TR, but it mentions some of 
these, and we hope will consider adding them to the Final TR. 
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The City’s Complete Communities Initiative.  
There is much for our communities to work on. Funds should not be diverted for 
speculative TxDOT projects. 
In his inaugural speech, the mayor outlined initiatives for his second term. Under his leadership, 
the City is to expand street repairs beyond the 250,000 potholes filled in his first term; involve 
non-profits and corporations as financial partners in further reduction of homelessness; carry out 
newly funded flood mitigation projects; debut the final version of the city's first climate action 
plan; improve neighborhood parks through a private-public partnership; further expand the city's 
digital innovation economic sector; continue work through the Complete Communities 
initiative toward equitability for under-served neighborhoods; and more. 
 

The Third Ward is a Complete Communities pilot. Regarding mobility and 
infrastructure, its website says at   
https://www.houstontx.gov/completecommunities/thirdward/third-ward-complete-communities-
action-plan.pdf “A resilient community with quality infrastructure, including streets, 
sidewalks, and reliable public transit, makes a complete community.” The website 
mentions the I45 expansion, but Third Ward is actually delineated as west of Spur 
5.  
Further, it states, 

The Third Ward is well-served by public transit, including the Southeast Corridor Light 
Rail Line (Purple Line) which travels along Scott Street in the eastern portion of the 
neighborhood, and connects directly to Palm Center to the south and downtown to the 
north. The Purple Line provides further access to the North Corridor Light Rail Line and 
the East End Line. Many residents are dependent on public transit. In 2015, 18% of area 
households did not own a vehicle, compared to 6% in the City overall. As a result, 12% 
of workers used public transit to get to work, compared to 4% in Houston; an additional 
17% walked or biked. While the Third Ward is well-connected to the City by transit, the 
neighborhood streets, sidewalks, and crossings need improvement. 

But road transportation is needed even in “communities” where there is good mass transit. Many 
persons work hours when surface transport is not running or work in locations where mass transit 
does not exist or is too far to access. 
 
TxDOT could assist the Arts and Culture programs within pilot Complete 
Communities and other culturally definable areas by allocating funds for local 
artists to paint freeway walls or other structures out of Green Ribbon funds.  
As a cultural matter, CTC thinks this would promote cohesiveness. Perhaps even small 
scholarships could be given by civic organizations and nonprofits for art wall on road walls. 
 
Livable Centers are a mechanism for offsetting community impacts. 
H-GAC defines Livable Centers as places where people can live, work, and play with less 
reliance on their cars. They encourage a complementary mix of land uses that are designed to be 
walkable, connected, and accessible by multiple modes of transportation, including bus, bike, 
foot, or vehicle (multi-modal). Established in 2008, the Program works with local communities 
to reimagine auto-focused infrastructure, policies, and programs to be more multi-modal 
friendly. 

https://www.houstontx.gov/completecommunities/thirdward/third-ward-complete-communities-action-plan.pdf
https://www.houstontx.gov/completecommunities/thirdward/third-ward-complete-communities-action-plan.pdf


CTC Comments Draft NHHIP CIA Technical Report ■ 02/07/2020 ■ page 13 of 15 

 
LIVABLE CENTERS STUDIES 
The City of Houston (COH) has been awarded Livable Centers Study funds by the Houston-
Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) for implementation in multiple study areas to create walkable, 
mixed-use places that provide multimodal transportation options, improve environmental quality 
and promote economic development. 
 
There are a number of studies and plans for Livable Center projects that involve communities 
adjacent to or near NHHIP, e.g. EaDO, East End and Fifth Ward. TxDOT should encourage 
participation in these programs and help to ensure that not all funds are hogged by rich 
management districts. 
 
Complete Streets near access roads and especially near interchanges; other 
Complete Streets surface modifications to promote community and offset 
impacts.  
 
Safety is not really mentioned in the CIA TR, but the complex structures definitely 
represent inherent safety risks to pedestrians (and bike riders). 
 
TxDOT must include in its mitigation plans safety measures and especially for 
pedestrians. Signs, lights, and appropriate crosswalks near interchanges and 
ramps also promote community and conformity with FAST safety requirements. 
 
CTC is a founding member of the Houston Complete Streets Coalition, and we proudly support 
Complete Streets efforts and share our Chair with that organization. CTC comments that some of 
the issues for which design might be used to minimize negative visual impacts while protecting 
safety include the following:  
  
CTC asserts that Complete Streets projects, particularly around interchanges, and entrances and 
exits can be created near the NHHIP with little capital investment, and would do much to unify 
the community and to offset community impacts and enhance quality of life. 
 
CTC also promotes safety particularly for safe street designs and crosswalks, lighting, and 
signage that promote pedestrian safety. CTC strongly supports the city’s task of developing a 
Vision Zero Action Plan by September 2020. Many of the design plans for community road 
surface safety are included in the COH PWE-IDM (City of Houston Public Works & 
Engineering Infrastructure Design Manual) Chapter 10: Street Design.  CTC asserts such 
measures as set forth in the IDM are not just a “Plan” when associated with a federal aid 
highway project such as NHHIP; they are FAST safety requirements. 
 
Lighting, TxDOT mentioned light pollution. CTC thinks lighting is very important to safe use 
and operations on a highway and safety for pedestrians near a highway or access road. Lumens 
on a highway should not be sacrificed in an urban area for a dark skies preference. (In rural areas 
this might not be true.) Thus, we support the need for moon towers as long as they are not angled 
to cast spillover light into the homes of abutting residents.  
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Plants. Vegetation along a highway is important for visual relief and to reduce driver distraction. 
Plants along the Houston freeways are getting better. Palm trees and oleander are not native and 
do not thrive in Houston; grasses such as pampas grass and trees such as cypress, oak, fir, and 
pine look great and require less maintenance than lawn grass does. 
Signs and Lane Paintings. CTC has utmost concern about safety for all drivers, autos, buses, 
and trucks, and we support Vision Zero. All stakeholders need to know where to go, what lane to 
be in, and when to enter or exit. We definitely do not support a pave the earth mentality, but 
for those road projects we have, we need to have more and better signage, not less, both in 
the ROW and outside the ROW. Signage right now is not good enough particularly at freeway 
entrances, exits, and interchanges on IH-45. Signs to announce parklands and other major 
features (including non-motorized features such as trails and bike paths and Houston historical 
areas such as 6th Ward) would be a welcome community addition and destination marker. CTC 
thinks that traffic signs trump local signage objections and restrictions. The same applies for lane 
paintings. 
Piers. CTC does not like elevated projects because they throw out noise onto neighborhoods, and 
TxDOT is notorious for under-correcting the noise even though there are federal funds to do so.  
 
But elevated structures enable much more community connectivity using less real estate. So, the 
footprint is smaller. CTC generally supports building projects that need to be elevated on piers 
rather than using dirt embankments. Some say the piers are ugly. Most highway projects are 
ugly. But embankments require a lot of foreign soil and tend to create damming effects in 
already flood prone areas such as all three Segments of NHHIP. Piers would tend to reduce 
flooding because water can move more easily. Tall vegetation and under-pier lighting and 
possibly hardscape at parkland or major intersection crossings can offset the use of piers. 
Noise Abatement Structures. TxDOT should apply to the FHWA and adopt appropriate 
procedures to use pavement surfacing as one aspect, but not the only one, for noise abatement. 
We are talking about diamond grinding and other new surfaces, not the longitudinal tining 
mentioned in the Noise Mitigation Section. 19th Century noise walls are not pretty and are not 
appropriate for an organization that can design and construct a 5-layer interchange, but they are 
better than nothing. There is a noise abatement statute and there are extensive regulations 
providing for abatement of highway noise impacts. Merchants along the highway should not be 
able to dictate the design features. 
Green Ribbon Design Features for the Sides of Highways. The report refers to the green 
ribbon project concepts. CTC almost always supports vegetation landscaping and xeriscape 
issues, but it has issues with the hardscape decoration used. It is time for a new green ribbon 
design for the IH-45 project, or possibly one for each segment. Perhaps the disrespected 
Segment 1 abutting owners, or the Segment 2 stakeholders who have commented (along with 
CTC) since the outset of the project, could have some input along with the wealthy Segment 3 
owners to alter the green ribbon hardscape.  
 
TIRZ, Management Districts, Complete Streets Areas, and Community Benefit 
Agreements 
Creation of TIRZ, Management Districts, Community Benefit Agreements (CBA), and other 
defined area opportunity districts can have both positive and negative impacts on communities. 
This is especially true for TIRZ where the TIRZ does not share its tax benefits with surrounding 
communities.  But we need to be certain that overt or covert variances in street design and 
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stormwater design or tax abatement are not given by the city as inducements when the public or 
TxDOT does not know about them. That is just a recipe to aggravate structural flooding. 
 
Finally, TxDOT should get help and advice from FHWA and other federal 
agencies, such as the EPA and USACE, if it insists on constructing Segment 3. It 
is not up to handling the environmental threats to communities and the public 
alike.  
 
Since Segment 3 was first proposed, CTC has opposed the construction of this project: it has an 
inoperable design, astronomical cost, will tie up years of capital, and lacks of sustainable purpose 
and need.  
The NHHIP SEGMENT 3 PROJECT STATUS SUMMARY, dated November 12, 2018 
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot/pfd/strategic-contracts/alt-delivery/nhhip-seg3/project-status-
111218.pdf shows the construction timeline of the destruction of existing interchanges, 
construction of temporary ramps, and final construction for Segment 3 as 7 years, then with an 
additional project including the destruction of one of the most useful facilities in the Segment 3 
system, the Pierce Elevated, as 15 years.  
 
Segment 3 is overengineered, over specified, does not treat the foreseeable flooding and 
environmental impacts attending its design and resulting from attempts to control stormwater. 
Segment 3 is highly speculative; it will not benefit Houston downtown for years, if ever, and 
appears to be a boondoggle. Land developers will cash out their projects and head for the 
mountains, but they will not have any gasoline to drive anywhere. Gentrification is already 
underway, and displacement of low-income housing availability is being lost. The design has the 
inherent potential for eliminating IH-45 as an evacuation route. Pumped water out of the 
depressed areas will only contribute to surface pollution. It is not a good idea for Houston’s 
residents, businesses, or our environment. TxDOT now has greater flexibility to spend its money 
on other transportation modes. TxDOT should not spend it on Segment 3. TxDOT will never be 
able to offset the major negative impacts, harden the assets against flooding and pollution 
catastrophes, or even mitigate the negative community impacts. 
 
Sincerely, 
/s/  
Dexter R. Handy, Lt Colonel USAF Retired 
Chair, Citizens’ Transportation Coalition (CTC) 
Chair, Greater Houston Coalition for Complete Streets 
Phone: 832-724-8753    
email:  
Contributors: Dexter Handy, Chair, Carol Caul, Board Member & Legal Advisor 
 

http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot/pfd/strategic-contracts/alt-delivery/nhhip-seg3/project-status-111218.pdf
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot/pfd/strategic-contracts/alt-delivery/nhhip-seg3/project-status-111218.pdf
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:11 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: I-45 Comments

For the record 
 
Amanda – some design/engineering suggestions here 
 
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:40 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 Comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Leah Chambers   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 1:24 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 Comments 
 
Hi, I'd like to submit my comments on the 1-45 project. While I appreciate the efforts of TxDOT to design such a large 
project, I believe that the project goals should be realigned to better fit recent thinking about freeway infrastructure and 
how roads can better serve the communities they run through.  

 I strongly advocate for an I-45 bypass outside of downtown, either at 610 or Beltway 8. 
 I want the project to utilize ONLY the existing right-of-way wherever possible—no expansion 
 I do NOT want to add capacity for mainlanes 
 I want to reduce mainlane capacity and replace it with transit and carpool lanes, with the priority going to transit 
 I love the Pierce Elevated coming down to grade. Can it possibly hit ground earlier? 
 Feeder roads should be designed as city-building not freeway-supporting streets, and therefore have maximum 

2 lanes at 10' each, with ample pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  
 I advocate for I-69 between Montrose neighborhood and I-10 NOT be a trench. Instead the freeway (which 

would have reduced need because of the I-45 bypass) be at grade and designed as a complete street boulevard, 
which would support maximum value and accessibility to the downtown 
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 These are my votes from the recent Huitt-Zollars community meeting: 

o 01.3 
o 02.2 
o 03.1—no autonomous vehicles 
o 04.3 
o 05.2 
o 06.1—I prefer at-grade access for bicycles and pedestrians 
o 07.3 
o 08.1 
o 09.2 
o 10.1 
o 11.1 
o 12.2 
o 13.1—are some locations low-volume enough to merit 1 lane? 
o 14.1 
o 15.1 
o 16.0 or 16.1 
o 17.1 
o 18.1 
o 20.1—yes, allow for design exemptions, but the section is too big. Stay within the existing footprint 
o 21.1 
o 22: NONE. reroute 45 around downtown. This is simply unbelievable to me. 
o 23: NONE. reroute 45 and place 69 at grade to become a complete street boulevard 
o 24.1 
o 25.1 
o 26.2 or 26.3—but all main lanes should go down to 10' 
o 27.1 
o 28.1 
o 29.1 or 29.3 
o 30.2 
o 31.2 
o 32.1 
o 33.1 
o 35.1 
o 36.2 
o 37: NONE. reroute 45 and place 69 at grade to become a complete street boulevard. Then all 

connections can go through! 

Thank you for your time. 
-- 
Leah Chambers  

/ 407 493 1921 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:42 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Concern about I-45 expansion

For the record. 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:44 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Concern about I-45 expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Kyrlyn Chatten   
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 9:47 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Concern about I-45 expansion 
 
Hello, 
 
I've been a resident in the East End since 2009 and a homeowner in Eastwood since 2011. I'm very concerned about the 
proposed expansion of I-45, particularly the impact on businesses near downtown and the closure of Polk St. near 
downtown. This expansion would have significant negative impact on businesses and the East End community, 
sacrificing the livelihood of our neighborhood and our access to downtown at the benefit of commuters who live in 
North Houston and beyond.  
 
Please reconsider expanding the freeway through our historic community. 
 
Thank you, 
Kyrlyn Chatten 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 9:54 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); 

Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: Do not relocate I-45 north of downtown

For the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:37 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Do not relocate I-45 north of downtown 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Jennifer Clay  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 8:43 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Do not relocate I-45 north of downtown 
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 
 
This is a terrible idea. It will destroy businesses and is a huge waste of taxpayer money. 
 
Jennifer Clay 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=OIRrUi9nOMlV00w3oGGBqlN7fxrjMOp9nT6T8mYnVYM&s=t0uo-
QijsZMARVwyExLc4ZLsgIMex5J1imChCvMZyqk&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 11:03 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin
Cc: Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: "No" on I-45 expansion

FYI – comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 10:55 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: "No" on I-45 expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Stephanie Coates   
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 10:26 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: "No" on I-45 expansion 
 
The City of Houston has demonstrated a commitment to improve air quality and take action to reduce the impacts of 
climate change. The expansion of I-45 does not further either of those goals and as such, should be rejected. Even if the 
expansion eases congestion after it is completed (it will surely worsen it during construction), the effect will not be 
permanent as residents will be incentivized by the expansion to drive instead of utilizing alternative methods of 
transportation, which means any anticipated improvements in air quality will be short-lived.  
 
Instead, let's keep the roads we have in good repair. A recent study found that keeping road pavement in good 
shape saves money and energy and reduces greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Thank you, 
Stephanie Coates 
77008 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 2:20 PM
To: Matthews, Patty
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: Scrap NHHIP

FYI 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:17 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Scrap NHHIP 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: David Collins  
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 11:42 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: BikeHouston  
Subject: Scrap NHHIP 
 
Dear TxDOT Decision-Makers: 
 
Please don’t do it. The era of sacrificing neighborhoods and ecosystems to build or expand motorways has to end. 
 
You’ve heard the arguments already, particularly the documented fact that adding lanes does not improve traffic 
conditions (or does so only temporarily), so I will not rehash them. Instead, I will ask you to find your humanity and put 
some empathy in your policies and practices. The biggest beneficiary of this plan will be the ambulance business. 
 
Please find a way to improve regional transportation that gets individual vehicles off the roads, so as to decrease 
pollution, traffic deaths, and emergency room visits. 
 
David B. Collins 
3560 Dixie Drive, #1111 
Houston TX 77021 
713-771-2033 
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[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=kyY-R7c-NGbqOvWzVF5Men-
Jyz3RinECyMGRgxM2VhI&s=rl8KU7lkUQAFKBN9rwqgPjAE1e2Mz9NBpSdS60_J4Gs&e= > 



From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson; "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
Date: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:35:49 AM

For the record
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:43 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 
From: Neal Ehardt  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 3:53 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
For my entire 30-year life, TxDOT has operated under the assumption that widening roads to add
more lanes will make traffic flow faster. I think this assumption is flawed. If you haven’t heard of the
phenomenon of “induced demand,” please take some time to research it.

The gist of it is this: TxDOT recently widened the Katy Freeway and when construction was finished,
travel times were actually longer than before construction began. When you create a free supply of
more lanes, driving demand will rise to meet it. People choose to live further from their jobs because
you make it possible.

The rest of the world has learned from our mistake and they’ve stopped widening their urban
freeways. But what has TxDOT learned? For the second time in 15 years, TxDOT is rebuilding the
interchange of the West Loop and the Southwest Freeway to add more lanes. I guess it didn’t work
the first time.

The City of Houston’s elected leaders are doing an excellent job of coming up with solutions that will
improve the North Freeway. Their solutions will carry more people per day, with greater safety, less

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
mailto:jsalinas@HNTB.com
mailto:Roy.Knowles@aecom.com
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov


societal cost, and less environmental damage than what TxDOT is proposing with the NHHIP.

Listen to Mayor Turner, Councilmember Cisneros, Councilmember Plummer, and their contracted
engineer Christof Spieler. Go meet with them and hear what they have to say. Please be open to
changing your metrics for what makes a freeway successful. Because everything you’ve built in my
lifetime has been bad for folks in cars. And it’s been absolute hell for folks on foot and on bicycles.
Thank you.
 
Neal Ehardt
832-577-4519

 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwMGaQ&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=4LEt6LYweQMdoOswgFdJkQu3B5fDoczFfxBTY7_nWCM&s=lm8rFIT7nWqAsuPR06u3Hym-dC614VLCpOZ0F74VjWI&e=
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:21 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: 45 expansion 

For the record. 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:19 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: 45 expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Jon C  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:52 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: 45 expansion 
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Expanding I-45 North—especially without adding significant transit capacity along the same axis—will do nothing more 
than deprive thousands of people of their homes and livelihoods while building another parking lot that we will regret. 
 
Shame on you. 
 
Jon Cooper 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=olKkO_PSuaLGfANsVaxgay-
wBhv6SLhrtwvPzkCq6q4&s=un1Gt6qB4zWjIrFxPrrPVye-xbIBiMYzCrPN233fPtA&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:03 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: North Houston Improvement Project (i-45) comments

For the record 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:41 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Improvement Project (i-45) comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: David Crossley   
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 4:08 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Improvement Project (i-45) comments 
 
The primary principle for this and other projects should be zero expansion of right of way. 
_____________________________ 
David Crossley 
Houston Tomorrow 

 
832-654-5714 
1524 Harold 
Houston, TX 77006 

 
Our mission:   
Improve the quality of life of all the people in the Houston region. 
Our Vision:   
By its 200th birthday in 2036, the Houston region will be home to the healthiest, happiest, most prosperous people in the US. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 2:25 PM
To: Matthews, Patty
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: I45 project comments

FYI 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:24 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I45 project comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Katherine Culbert  
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 5:24 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I45 project comments 
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 
 
I live downtown Houston and look out onto I-10. I do not want to have to look at years of construction. That will 
significantly reduce my resale value, and will negatively impact my mental and physical health from having to look at the 
construction and breathe the construction debris. I regularly run and walk on the bayous around downtown and road 
construction is not good for the lungs. 
The current work on the viaduct in the downtown area is a nightmare and a complete inconvenience for those of us 
living on the north side of downtown. The entrance ramp to I-10E is currently closed, as is the exit from I-10 to 59. I 
regularly need to travel down 59 south and this change has added too much time to my commute. I do not want to have 
to deal with additional road closures like this for years and years while this construction happens. I live downtown 
because it is convenient to get everywhere. Your projects will make it completely inconvenient for many years during 
the construction and I fear your solutions for downtown access will be horrible for those of us who live here. 
Additionally, if you read any research about road design and congestion, you will learn that widening roads does not 
help. It will help in the very short term, and then people adjust their driving and the congestion is just as bad or worse 
than when you started. Please stop widening our roads and trying to encourage more single occupant car usage. This 
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solution is not sustainable for the environment and these projects will ruin the downtown community that has been 
built over the last several years. 
I am a taxpayer, a resident, and I will be directly negatively affected by these projects. I do not support them at all and 
ask you to reconsider where my taxes are going and spend them in a much more useful manner. 
Thank you, 
Katherine Culbert 
915 Franklin St, Unit 4N 
Houston, TX 77002 
857-939-3035 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=kztDpvvv0lvd2EAZ5h2l_gf3hRzx8MOpUgNcVPSzP2A&s=cZOMYNeyb5O7tSfpMpP7esxTH7Q5gi3v
Dn7iI3foXg4&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:38 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Varuna Singh; Raquelle Lewis
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Comments on the DEIS for the NHHIP by Independence Heights Redevelopment 

Council
Attachments: Ltr to TxDOT with Comments on Technical Reports (Feb 2020).pdf

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:20 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on the DEIS for the NHHIP by Independence Heights Redevelopment Council 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Amy Dinn   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:23 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc:  
Subject: Comments on the DEIS for the NHHIP by Independence Heights Redevelopment Council 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Dear Sirs, 
 
Attached please find additional comments on the DEIS for the NHHIP by Independence Heights Redevelopment Council. 
 
Thank you 
 
Amy Catherine Dinn 
Managing Attorney 
Environmental Justice Team 
Equitable Development Initiative  
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Lone Star Legal Aid 
500 Jefferson, Suite 1200 
Houston, Texas 77002 
Direct Line: (713) 652-0077 ext 1118 
email:    
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Serving the East Region of Texas since 1948 
Beaumont, Belton, Bryan, Clute, Conroe, Galveston, Houston, Longview, Nacogdoches, Paris, Richmond, Texarkana, Tyler, Waco 

________________________
    

 _______________________________ 

 
 

Lone Star Legal Aid 
Equitable Development Initiative 

 
 
 
 

February 7, 2020 
 
 
BY EMAIL TO:  HOU-PIOWEBMAIL@TXDOT.GOV  
AND REGULAR MAIL  
Texas Department of Transportation 
Houston District Office 
Director of Project Development 
P.O. 1386 
Houston, TX 77251-1386 
 
Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project, including the following reports, 
- Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (December 2019) 
- Draft Community Impacts Assessment (December 2019) 

 
Dear Sirs: 
 

On behalf of its respective clients identified below and their represented communities, 
Lone Star Legal Aid (LSLA) submits these comments to the Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) as part of the review process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
regarding the recently released Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (DCITR) and Draft 
Community Impacts Assessment (DCIA) for the North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
(NHHIP). We hope that TxDOT will consider and respond to these written comments on the 
NHHIP made on behalf of LSLA’s represented client, Independence Heights Redevelopment 
Council (IHRC).  

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

LSLA’s mission is to protect and advance the civil legal rights of the millions of Texans 
living in poverty by providing free advocacy, legal representation, and community education that 
ensures equal access to justice. Our service area encompasses one-third of the state of Texas, 
including 72 counties in the eastern and Gulf Coast regions of Texas. LSLA’s Environmental 
Justice Team focuses on the right to fair distribution of environmental benefits and burdens and 

PAUL FURRH, JR. 
Attorney at Law 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
ROSLYN O. JACKSON 
Directing Attorney 
 
MARTHA OROZCO 
Project Director 
Directing Attorney 

AMY DINN 
KIMBERLY BROWN MYLES 
Managing Attorneys 
 
RODRIGO CANTÚ 
COLIN COX 
ASHEA JONES 
AMANDA POWELL 
VELIMIR RASIC 
Staff Attorneys 
 
Mailing Address: 
P.O Box 398 
Houston, Texas 77001-0398 
 
713-652-0077 x8108 
800-733-8394 Toll-free 

mailto:HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov
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the right to equal protection from environmental hazards on behalf of impacted communities in 
LSLA’s service area. These comments are submitted on behalf of the environmental justice 
community of Independence Heights and its residents represented by LSLA’s organizational 
client, Independence Heights Redevelopment Council.  
 
II. INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS REDEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 

Independence Heights Redevelopment Council is a nonprofit organization whose mission 
is to strengthen the community through historic preservation and revitalization activities. IHRC 
empowers the stakeholders of the community to be the primary change agents for economic, 
social and physical improvements. IHRC provides four core programs including Historic 
Preservation, Marketing and Outreach, Leadership and Civic Engagement and Community Based 
Programs. Its activities include working in various areas of community development such as 
housing, transportation, infrastructure, safety and preparedness, health and wellness, recreation 
and arts. 

A. THE COMMUNITY OF INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS 

IHRC represents the neighborhood of Independence Heights, which is an environmental 
justice community as shown below in Figure 1 with Demographic Index results from EJ Screen,  
an environmental justice mapping and screening tool developed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to provide a nationally consistent dataset and approach for combining 
environmental and demographic indicators.  

  

Figure 1: Environmental Justice Profile based on Demographic Index  
from EJ Screen of Independence Heights. 
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The Demographic Index in EJ SCREEN is a combination of percent low-income and 
percent minority, the two demographic factors that were explicitly named in Executive Order 
12898 on Environmental Justice. For each census block group, these two numbers are simply 
averaged together. The formula is as follows: Demographic Index = (% minority + % low-
income) / 2.1 The residents of Independence Heights impacted by the NHHIP are in the 94-100% 
percentile nationally of the Demographic Index.  

Houston has been divided into 88 Super Neighborhoods where residents of neighboring 
communities are encouraged to work together to identify, plan, and set priorities to address the 
needs and concerns of their community. The City designated Independence Heights as Super 
Neighborhood 13 and publishes an online profile of each super neighborhood, which includes 
maps of the boundaries, including its public facilities.2  Figure 2 below is one of the maps 
generated by the City focused on present public assets in Super Neighborhood 13 like 
community centers, schools, parks, and libraries. 

 

Figure 2:  Public Facilities in Independence Heights, Super Neighborhood 13 

                                                 
1 Calculated from the U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 2011-2015. 
2 City of Houston Planning Department, Profile of Independence Heights, Super Neighborhood 13, 
https://www.houstontx.gov/planning/Demographics/docs_pdfs/SN/13_Independence_Heights.pdf  

https://www.houstontx.gov/planning/Demographics/docs_pdfs/SN/13_Independence_Heights.pdf
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The boundaries of the original town of Independence Heights are 30th Street3 on the 
South (present-day I-610), Yale on the west, Crosstimbers on the north, and the Little White Oak 
Bayou on the east. In its online Handbook of Texas, the Texas State Historical Association 
(TSHA) published the map reflected in Figure 3 below as revealing the modern day boundaries 
of the community of Independence Heights.4  

 

Figure 3:  Footprint of the Independence Heights Community in the TSHA’s Handbook of Texas5 

Based on the 2010 U.S. Census, 60 percent of the population within the boundaries of the 
historic Independence Heights was African American, and the population was 96% minority. 
Owner-occupied properties comprised 49% of the housing stock. Within the footprint of the 
original town, there are now three schools, one community center, and one fire station. Only two 
public parks exist in this defined geographic area. No police substations exist in the entire Super 
Neighborhood of Independence Heights situated in Council District H in the City of Houston. 
Despite being the annexed by the City of Houston in 1929, the community did not receive 
sidewalks until the 1980s, and there are still large pockets of this historic community that 
unfortunately remain sidewalk free due to the City’s historic lack of investment in this region. 

TxDOT has chosen to focus its environmental justice analysis at the super neighborhood 
level;6 however, it is equally true of Independence Heights that the majority of the adjacent 
residential areas (minority and low-income) to the NHHIP as measured at both the census block 
level (for race) and census block group level (for income) in Independence Heights are 
environmental justice communities. IHRC focuses these comments on the boundaries of the 
super neighborhood to ensure that the mitigation developed and directed toward this 
environmental justice community will benefit all residents in the super neighborhood.  

                                                 
3 30th Street no longer exists because it was taken to build the NW section of the I-610 loop in 1959. 
4 Handbook of Texas Online, Vivian Hubbard Seals, “INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS, TX. 
5 Handbook of Texas Online, Vivian Hubbard Seals, “INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS, TX,” accessed May 23, 2019, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hri07. 
6 DCIA at 5-206. 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hri07
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Executive Order 12898 directs TxDOT to “make achieving environmental justice part of 
its mission by identify and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, polices, and activities on minority and 
low-income populations.”7 As acknowledged in the DCIA, Independence Heights is one of the 9 
out of 17 super neighborhoods along the I-45 corridor which have a higher minority percentage 
than the City of Houston overall.8 Moreover, Independence Heights is also one of the 9 out of 17 
super neighborhoods along the corridor that has a lower than average median household income 
than the City as a whole.9 As TxDOT acknowledges it its reports, “the effects of the NHHIP will 
be predominately borne by minority and low income neighborhoods” like Independence 
Heights10 because “major portions of the Preferred Alternative transverse predominately 
Environmental Justice communities of concern”,11 the mitigation that TxDOT plans to provide to 
the Independence Heights community is critical to reduce and offset these adverse effects of its 
current project, the NHHIP, as well as make up for past injustices caused by inequitable 
expansion of the freeways through this environmental justice community in the past.  

IHRC appreciates TxDOT’s acknowledgement that Independence Heights has a history 
that goes back over 100 years and the community’s desire for historic and cultural preservation 
which have come out its community planning studies,12 like the H-GAC Independence Heights - 
Northline Livable Centers Study13 (Livable Centers Study). TxDOT’s latest technical reports 
have also identified many of the major threats facing Independence Heights from the NHHIP, 
such as residential displacement and related the loss of community cohesion,14 impacts from 
flooding and floodplain buyout programs,15 previous transportation projects,16 and housing 
affordability associated with gentrification.17 Out of all of the super neighborhoods impacted by 
the NHHIP, Independence Heights has the greatest increase in median home values between 
2000 and 2015 at 227%.18 IHRC agrees that “gentrification is rapidly changing the appearance 
and fabric of neighborhoods” like Independence Heights that are impacted by the NHHIP as 
indicated by its rising home values. Given these severe adverse impacts, making sure this 
community has the resources to meet all of these challenges must be one of the major goals of 
the NHHIP. 

IHRC submits these additional comments to guide TxDOT in providing mitigation of the 
NHHIP which is meaningful to the historic community of Independence Heights. Both 
fortunately and unfortunately, during the public engagement process around the NHHIP, many 
Houstonians and advocacy groups became aware of the important role Independence Heights 
plays in the history of Texas and its struggles since its annexation by the City of Houston in 
                                                 
7 DCIA at 5-212 to 5-213 (quoting Executive Order 12898). 
8 DCIA at 5-204, Table 5-15, and 5-213. 
9 DCIA at 5-204, Table 5-15, and 5-213. 
10 DCIA at 5-204, Table 5-15, and 5-213. 
11 DCITR at 16. 
12 DCIA at 5-207. 
13 H-GAC Independence Heights – Northline Livable Centers Study, May 2012, http://www.h-gac.com/livable-
centers/planning-studies/independence-heights-northline.aspx  
14 DCIA at 5-207. 
15 DCIA at 5-207. 
16 DCIA at 5-207. 
17 DCIA at 5-207. 
18 DCIA at 5-208. 

http://www.h-gac.com/livable-centers/planning-studies/independence-heights-northline.aspx
http://www.h-gac.com/livable-centers/planning-studies/independence-heights-northline.aspx
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1929. Some have attempted to co-op this narrative for their own purposes or agenda when 
advocating either for or against the NHHIP or in favor of various proposed mitigation for the 
project.  

While the neighborhood appreciates the recognition of both its achievements and its 
struggles, Independence Heights should be in control of directing its future and telling its story. 
This super neighborhood is already beset with challenges because of the historic lack of 
investment in this community, and only the community itself is in the best position to advocate 
for how the NHHIP can provide an opportunity to overcome both its past and present obstacles. 
Through these comments, IHRC hopes to share those important objectives with TxDOT so the 
agency has clear direction on how to proceed in mitigating the documented and acknowledged 
adverse impacts of this project. 

B. IHRC’S PRIOR WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE NHHIP 

In addition to these written comments, IHRC has previously submitted written comments 
to TxDOT on the Draft Environment Impact Statement (DEIS) for the NHHIP and its 
supplemental technical reports as follows (hereinafter, Prior Written Comments): 

 
1. On or about July 17, 2017, IHRC submitted written comments that included 

specific descriptions about the history of the Independence Heights community 
and its importance to African American history in Texas.  

2. On March 27, 2018, IHRC along with LSLA, Avenue Community Development 
Council, Air Alliance Houston, Northside Management District and LINK made a 
presentation to TxDOT on the “Environmental Justice Impacts of the NHHIP,” 
which included information concerning the historic church in Independence 
Heights, Greater Mount Olive Missionary Baptist Church, which is threatened by 
the NHHIP.  

3. On May 25, 2019, IHRC submitted written comments on the draft Historical 
Resources Survey Report (HRSR), which profiled the history of Independence 
Heights and its inclusion as a historical district on the National Register of 
Historic Places, deserving of protection and mitigation from the NHHIP. These 
comments concerned not only the historical nature of the community, but also the 
historical role that the construction of the North Houston Highway and Loop 610 
have played in displacing large portions of the neighborhood and also increasing 
the flooding risk due to the undersized culvert at Loop 610. Hereinafter, IHRC 
references these comments as its May 2019 Comments.  

4. On November 4, 2019, IHRC submitted additional comments on nontraditional 
multi-family housing present in Independence Heights that may be potentially 
impacted by the NHHIP, resulting in additional displacement of residents that 
may not be included in TxDOT’s current housing displacement figures for 
Segments 1 and 2, estimating impacts in Independence Heights.   
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IHRC’s current comments supplement IHRC’s Written Comments given that TxDOT has 
extended the public comment period related to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
NHHIP first published in April 2017.  

 
In preparing these comments, IHRC wants to thank TxDOT for being willing to update 

the HRSR to include a discussion of Independence Heights and its history. Specifically, 
Appendix F of the HRSR Technical Report (September 2019) now includes a survey of the 
properties in Independence Heights impacted by the NHHIP.  While, IHRC does not entirely 
agree with all of the conclusions reached in analyzing the historic nature of these impacted 
properties, it does commend TxDOT for its acknowledgement of and efforts to document 
Independence Heights’ registration as a National Historic District on the National Register of 
Historic Places and the significance that the town of Independence Heights holds in Texas 
history as the first black town incorporated in Texas. The recognition of this community’s 
history by TxDOT reinforces the narrative of this African American community which is at risk 
of erasure from continuing threats of gentrification and other economic pressures discussed in 
the May 2019 Comments.  

 
Further, IHRC wants to acknowledge TxDOT’s commitment to IHRC to conduct a 

hydrological study of the impacts of NHHIP and consider the removal of the undersized culvert 
at I-610 in redesigning I-45/I-610 as part of the NHHIP. In addition to the historic background of 
the community overlooked in the DEIS, IHRC’s May 2019 Comments concerned the historic 
flooding in Independence Heights being primarily caused by the culvert at I-610 installed in the 
1960s as part of the freeway expansion. The undersized culvert places a severe constraint on the 
water conveyance upstream of the culvert which has resulted in severe flooding in Independence 
Heights along Little White Oak Bayou upstream of the culvert. As presented in the May 2019 
Comments, the NHHIP provides a perfect opportunity to correct this historical infrastructure 
design that has inequitably and negatively impacted Independence Heights for so many years. 

 
IHRC wants to also acknowledge TxDOT’s efforts since IHRC’s May 2019 Comments to 

engage the Independence Heights community and discuss these important issues, including its 
meetings with IHRC as well as holding community education meetings on the NHHIP in 
Independence Heights.19 Although community engagement is challenging for entities not from a 
community even on a project with as much public interest as the NHHIP, IHRC wants to 
reassure TxDOT that IHRC is connected to its community and understands the super 
neighborhood’s priorities with respect to the mitigation expected from this project.  

 
IHRC has been doing that work in the community long before TxDOT even started its 

scoping process on the NHHIP as evidenced by the Livable Centers Study referenced in IHRC’s 
May 2019 Comments published in 2012. These long-term objectives of the community discussed 
in the Livable Centers Study have not changed and reflect of the will and priorities of the people 
who actually live in Independence Heights and understand the importance of preserving the 
history of the community.  

 

                                                 
19 See DCIA at 5-205 (referencing TxDOT’s community engagement in Independence Heights). 
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Instead of circling the wagons to create support for a linear bayou park and buying out 
homes in the Independence Heights neighborhood to further displace residents, the City of 
Houston and the Houston Parks Board should advocate for, like IHRC is, on having TxDOT 
correct the original problems with the infrastructure related to its freeway system, which is the 
undersized culvert at Loop 610. Unfortunately, those with political power seem intent to 
continue to use the narrative of the inequities that have befallen Independence Heights as a 
means to accomplish their own objectives in the neighborhood without even involving the 
community in their plans or designs. TxDOT should not yield to these efforts, but remain true to 
the community that it is required to help through the mitigation of adverse impacts of the 
NHHIP. The Independence Heights community, represented ably by IHRC, has told TxDOT in 
its Prior Written Comments what mitigation it wants for the community as a result of the 
NHHIP. IHRC strenuously objects that a Little White Oak Bayou Greenway Park through the 
community or any of the designs generated by the City’s recently published Living with Water 
Report20 are part of the community’s vision.  

 
IHRC remains focused on removing infrastructure that caused the flooding in the first 

place, the undersized culvert at I-610, which is TxDOT’s responsibility and onus to mitigate for 
the community. If TxDOT’s hydrological studies of the NHHIP will show that the culvert’s 
removal and redesign as a bridge could dramatically modify the flood plain in Independence 
Heights, that step needs to be taken before the City concedes that the community should just be 
forced to “Live with Water” and its existing flood plain generated largely because of a prior 
highway project.  

 
III. PROCEDURAL OBJECTIONS TO TXDOT’S PROCESS UNDER NEPA IN 

ISSUING THE DRAFT TECHNICAL REPORTS  
 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations state that it is the policy of the 
Administration that “all environmental investigation, reviews, and consultations be coordinated as a 
single process, and compliance with all applicable environmental requirements be reflected in the 
environmental review document required by [its] regulation.”21 23 CFR § 771.105; see also 40 CFR 
§ 1502.9 (Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulation stating that environmental impact 
statements “shall” be prepared in two stages—draft EISs and final EISs—but may be supplemented 
in the form of revised drafts). These regulations also clarify what is required in a draft EIS. In 
addition to evaluating all reasonable alternatives, the draft EIS “shall also summarize the studies, 
reviews, consultations, and coordination required by environmental laws or Executive Orders” to the 
extent that it is appropriate. 23 CFR § 771.123(c).  

 
CEQ regulations and guidance contemplate the use of appendices to contain lengthier 

technical discussions of modeling methodology, baseline studies, or other work demonstrating 
compliance with environmental requirements. See, e.g., 40 CFR § 1502.10 (CEQ regulation requiring 
a standard format for environmental impact statements, including appendices, unless the agency 
determines there is a compelling reason to do otherwise); FHWA’s Technical Advisory on NEPA 
                                                 
20 Living with Water Houston Report, January 2020, https://www.houstontx.gov/mayor/Living-With-Water-Final-
Report.pdf  
21 TxDOT has assumed the Secretary of Transportation’s responsibilities for compliance with NEPA with respect to 
highway projects requiring an EIS. See Memorandum of Understanding between the FHWA and TxDOT (Dec. 16, 
2014).  

https://www.houstontx.gov/mayor/Living-With-Water-Final-Report.pdf
https://www.houstontx.gov/mayor/Living-With-Water-Final-Report.pdf
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Documents (T6640.8A) (recommending the use of this format). However, if an agency does prepare 
an appendix, then it “shall” consist of material “prepared in connection with an environmental impact 
statement” and be “circulated with the environmental impact statement or be readily available on 
request.” 40 CFR § 1502.18; see also 40 CFR § 1502.25 (requiring that, to the fullest extent possible, 
agencies “shall” prepare DEISs “concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact 
analyses and related surveys and studies required by . . . environmental review laws and executive 
orders”).  

 
These regulations contemplate and require a clear structure for environmental impact 

statements created in accordance with NEPA. The statute and its implementing regulations require a 
single environmental review document. The body of the draft EIS must include a statement of all 
information on environmental impacts and alternatives that the decision maker and public need, as 
well as an explanation or summary of methodologies of research and modeling, and the results of any 
research conducted to analyze impacts and alternatives. Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty 
Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” 
Question 25, (March 1981). However, the draft EIS can include lengthy technical discussions of 
methodology, baseline studies, or other material in 4 reports in the appendix. See id. But a plain 
language summary of these reports, their analysis, and their conclusions “should go in the text of the 
EIS.” Id. In other words, the body of a draft EIS and any accompanying technical reports should be 
produced concurrently and should be made public for review and comment during the formal 
comment period for the draft EIS, any supplemental draft EISs, and the final EIS. This process helps 
ensure that the public has access to all of the information required under NEPA and the studies 
required by environmental review laws and that supporting technical information is made public at 
the same time for formal review and comment.  

 
TxDOT’s piecemeal approach on the EIS undertaken for the NHHIP does not adhere to these 

regulations. The DEIS for this project contained several technical reports in its appendix, but many of 
these reports deferred substantive analysis until the creation of subsequent reports or even the FEIS. 
TxDOT has substantially updated and prepared additional technical reports, purportedly for the FEIS, 
but is not concurrently supplementing the DEIS with an explanation or summary of this new 
information. The reports are being made public, but there has been no formal notice provided under 
NEPA in the Federal Register.  

 
Forcing communities and local advocates to continually ramp up and respond to TxDOT’s 

arbitrary schedule without formal notice is unduly burdensome and an unfair process to encourage 
public participation. Many of IHRC’s present comments on the DCIA and DCITR (published more 
than two years after the DEIS) overlap with its Prior Written Comments. Given the challenges faced 
by the community, the impacts from the NHHIP to Independence Heights are cumulative in nature 
and largely interrelated. Similarly, some reports issued earlier referenced the DCIA and DCITR that 
had yet to be published for review, delaying IHRC’s ability to even submit comments on the earlier 
reports because of the incomplete disclosures of mitigation planned for the environmental justice 
communities like Independence Heights. Only justifying why NEPA and the related regulations 
contemplate these reports all being submitted contemporaneous with the DEIS.  

 
TxDOT appears to be inventing its own procedure and process for the NHHIP. The technical 

reports have notations such as “prepared for the FEIS” and references other sections of the (not-yet-
completed) FEIS, making clear that these reports will be appended to the FEIS. This process is not 
sufficient under the law. If this NEPA documentation were prepared by FHWA under its own 
process, then the agency would either prepare these reports in conjunction with the DEIS and take 
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formal comments or would issue a supplemental DEIS that included these reports and take formal 
public comments. TxDOT’s actions do not comply with NEPA’s requirements, FHWA regulations, 
or CEQ regulations that the agency agreed to implement pursuant to the memorandum of 
understanding delegating authority to TxDOT.  

 
The information and analysis required by environmental review laws should be included in 

an original or a supplemental NEPA document. An agency cannot piecemeal technical information 
that was omitted from, or incomplete in, the DEIS as the agency prepares the FEIS. NEPA 
documents produced for other major transportation projects confirm this process. See, e.g., The 
Alaskan Way Viaduct and Sewall Replacement Project (Washington State DOT) (issuing two 
supplemental DEISs after considering analysis in the DEIS, public comments, agency comments, and 
updates and refinements to proposed alternatives before the publication of an FEIS).  

 
NEPA’s mandate must be interpreted and applied “to the fullest extent possible.” 42 U.S.C. § 

4332. TxDOT should comply with this mandate and follow the process required under FHWA and 
CEQ regulations. 

 
IV. IHRC’S COMMENTS ON THE DECEMBER 2019 DRAFT TECHNICAL 

REPORTS  

Both Segments 1 and 2 of the NHHIP impact the Super Neighborhood of Independence 
Heights,22 which is predominately a majority-minority and low-income community as detailed 
above. TxDOT’s DCIA recognizes that mitigation must be done to offset the acknowledged 
disproportionally high and adverse impacts to this Community.23 These social and economic 
effects should be offset through mitigation already proposed by IHRC in its May 2019 
Comments. These supplemental comments take the opportunity to clarify the requested 
mitigation for Independence Heights in response to these environmental justice impacts, in 
addition to other specific impacts addressed specifically in separate subsections below.  

A. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

Hopefully, in a direct response to IHRC’s Prior Written Comments, TxDOT’s DCIA 
specifically references the community’s interests in cultural and historical preservation 
mitigation.24 IHRC hereby confirms its interest in preserving and celebrating its unique place in 
Texas history by suggesting the following mitigation projects for the NHHIP focused on 
recognizing Independence Heights’ history and culture and maintaining the community’s identity 
into the new decade.   

To strengthen the identity of the community of Independence Heights, IHRC requests 
TxDOT install (6) community gateways to designate the entrance to the neighborhood at the 
following locations:  (i) Crosstimbers St. & I-45 North, (ii) Airline Dr. & I-45 North, (iii) 
Tidwell St. & I-45 North, (iv) Airline Dr. & Loop I-610 North frontage road, (v) Yale St. & 
Loop I-610 North frontage road, and (vi) Main St. and Loop I-610 North frontage road. The 
design of the gateway should be comparable to the illustrations shown in the Livable Centers 
                                                 
22 DCIA at 5-19. 
23 DCIA at 5-200 to 5-201. 
24 DCIA at 5-207. 
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Study with identity branding that designates Independence Heights as the neighborhood of entry 
and include illumination features. The vertical gateway signage shall be a minimum of 25’ in 
height and made of sustainable materials. IHRC agrees to work with the Greater Northside 
Management District on the design, construction, and maintenance of these gateways. 
 

Next, to identify, memorialize, and recognize the history of the Neighborhood, TxDOT 
should provide adequate funding to design, fabricate, and install the following signage in the 
Neighborhood:   
 

• Fifty (50) street sign toppers for on Main Street that include a designation of 
“Historic Independence Heights” in a style consistent with the Neighborhood’s 
branding and comparable to those shown in the Livable Centers Study.  Language 
indicating 1905 as the founding date of the Neighborhood must be included on the 
street topper signage, e.g., “Est. 1905” or “Since 1905”; and   
 

• Ten (10) wayfinding signs along on major streets in the Neighborhood, including 
Main St., Airline Dr, and Yale St., for the purposes of directing persons to 
designations of interest within the Neighborhood and identifying the location of 
local historical landmarks. Identity branding on the Wayfinding signage should 
match and be consistent with language appearing on street sign toppers. 

 
In addition, IHRC knows that a planning process is important to making sure its historical 

and cultural preservation goals are identified and obtainable. IHRC would request that TxDOT 
pay for a consultant to perform a comprehensive historic and culture planning process for the 
community of Independence Heights to focus on neighborhood stabilization and long-term 
vision for future preservation of existing cultural and historic resources in the community along 
N. Main, Yale St. and Airline Dr. Corridors. This planning process for a comprehensive Historic 
and Cultural Preservation Program for the Neighborhood would emphasize making the 
community’s historic preservation activities more proactive and include strategies to provide for 
sustainable, affordable housing, drafting and implementing guidelines for future development, 
recognition of existing historic districts, and to protect significant buildings and areas in the 
Neighborhood.  
 

Implementation activities undertaken as part of or as a result of this comprehensive 
planning process might include: 
 

• An effort to identify and encourage the designation of local landmarks in the super 
neighborhood that may be eligible for historic designation and preservation. Such 
activities might include: (1) a windshield survey of potential landmarks, both commercial 
and residential properties, in the Neighborhood, (2) historical research on the potential 
landmark properties and the Neighborhood generally, and (3) preparing related 
applications to the National Register of Historic Properties for any such identified 
properties. The purpose of these activities is to demarcate the community’s historic 
importance and protect the community from future encroachment.  
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• The design and construction of a cultural center in the neighborhood to celebrate the 
history of Independence Heights and enhance opportunities for cultural heritage tourism 
in the area to coincide with the Emancipation National Historic Trail described below. 
The cultural center is part of a collective vision for N. Main Street that anticipates a 
mixed-use corridor with multi-story buildings on both sides of the street that will have 
retail on the first floor and residential above. Initial conceptual designs for this cultural 
center already exist.25  

• Congress has proposed the study and development of Emancipation National Historic 
Trail, which will likely include Independence Heights within its scope. TxDOT should 
support this federal effort by providing funding for the planning and design of amenities 
related to this cultural heritage trail in Independence Heights, such as a signage or other 
branding features identifying the community’s historic importance, as part of its 
participation as a waypoint on the Emancipation National Historic Trail. 

 
TxDOT should be able to spend mitigation dollars for implementation of these community 
priorities to compensate for the impacts of the NHHIP. 
 
B. FLOODING  

IHRC’s May 2019 Comments addressed the repetitive, historical flooding of 
Independence Heights since the construction of I-610 in the 1960s. The construction of I-610 not 
resulted in the acquisition of about 67 acres from the community and the removal of dozens of 
residences from the community.26 In the DCIA, TxDOT appropriately recognizes that the 
combined freeway system of I-610/I-45 further constructed a physical and symbolic barrier 
around the south and east sides of the community.27 In addition, I-610 also built a barrier in 
Little White Oak Bayou that either created or severely exacerbated flooding in the community 
due an undersized culvert.28 As suggested by the Greater Houston Flood Mitigation Consortium, 
the planned NHHIP can address this issue of flooding in Independence Heights caused by the 
constriction point at the culvert under I-610.  
 

Based on discussions with the IHRC concerning the I-610 North Culvert raised in its May 
2019 Comments, TxDOT agreed to conduct a hydrological study of the I-610 culvert along Little 
White Oak Bayou (Water Segment 1013A), specifically with respect to known, existing flood 
patterns on the Independence Heights neighborhood (Hydrological Study). Based on information 
and belief, TxDOT is presently preparing to publish this Hydrological Study before the 
publication of the FEIS.  
 

In designing Segments 1 and 2 of the Project, IHRC urges TxDOT to follow the 
recommendations of the Hydrological Study to improve the design and infrastructure of drainage 
systems upstream from Loop I-610 North in the construction of the Project: (i) to fix past 
flooding problems due to the undersized culvert as documented in IHRC’s May 2019 Comments 

                                                 
25 See designs at:  https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3ZyxZ9zC-bpbHNnd2tXME5DWHM/view 
26 DCIA at 5-43. 
27 DCIA at 5-43. 
28 Greater Houston Flood Mitigation Consortium, Strategies to Flood Mitigation, Little White Oak Bayou, at 36. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3ZyxZ9zC-bpbHNnd2tXME5DWHM/view
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to TxDOT, and (ii) to mitigate flooding impacts in Independence Heights from any new 
construction with the Project as designed for 500-year flood event in the super neighborhood.  
 

To the extent that TxDOT is able to remove existing residences and other structures from 
the flood plain by taking out the I-610 culvert and replacing it with a bridge (without 
compromising downstream properties), IHRC believes TxDOT has an obligation to the 
community to remedy this past infrastructure inequity.  
 

Moreover, IHRC would like to see TxDOT support the IHRC in its discussions with the 
City and Harris County to direct flooding mitigation dollars into Independence Heights for 
current home elevations. Knowing that the flood plain for Little White Oak Bayou will be 
drastically different after removing the culvert makes these home elevations a sound investment 
and further mitigates any flooding events in the interim until the NHHIP is completed.  
Construction in Segment 2 will not start until 2023 at the earliest and not until 2025 for Segment 
1.  In the next five years, given the current rainfall projections for Houston, it is highly possible 
that Independence Heights will have additional flooding events (currently averaging a flood 
event every 1 to 1.5 years). Elevating homes now makes sense given the future risk of flooding 
will be dramatically reduced by these combined mitigation efforts.  

 
Finally, IHRC strenuously objects to any mitigation project for the NHHIP which 

involves the creation of a Little White Oak Bayou Greenway proposed by the Houston Parks 
Board as alluded to the Draft Community Impacts Assessment29 or the implementation of the 
plans discussed in the City of Houston’s Living with Water Report (January 2020) based on the 
study of Independence Heights. Importantly, these projects for the supposed benefit of 
Independence Heights are being advocated for by the Houston Parks Board and the City of 
Houston without consultation or input from the Independence Heights community and appear to 
be focused on objectives inconsistent with its current residents. IHRC is not interested in 
supporting projects that will only fan the flames of gentrification already occurring in the area, 
particularly when those projects serve the needs of people other than the actual residents of 
Independence Heights. 

 
For example, statements in the Living with Water Report like creating a “buy in strategy” 

with a “land swap program where residents in high flood risk areas have incentives to invest in 
the historic neighborhood core, which is at a higher elevation” come across as completely 
ignorant of the means and resources available to the existing residents of Independence Heights. 
The demographic profile for this predominately low income community does not match the 
recommendations in the City’s report.  

 
Nor is there any justifiable reason to increase known displacement because of the NHHIP 

and remove additional homes from the community to construct a bayou greenway park if the 
culvert under I-610 can simply be removed in its entirety through the NHHIP. Designs from the 
Living with Water study presented by the City at city-organized meetings related to the NHHIP 
illustrated the estimated removal of an additional 170 residences and other structures (beyond the 
NHHIP’s projected residential displacement discussed below) from the Independence Heights 
Historic District to create a linear park along Little White Oak Bayou. Such plans and designs 
                                                 
29 DCIA at 4-17. 
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created without any involvement of the community would only further inequitably destroy a 
neighborhood’s historic homes and culture in favor of greenspace. For these reasons, IHRC 
would like TxDOT to partner with this environmental justice community to preserve its assets 
and reject plans that only further displace residents of this community—either through direct 
condemnation to create such a greenspace or through the related inevitable gentrification because 
existing Independence Heights residents can no longer afford to live in the community after 
creation of such an amenity that they don’t even want. 
 
C. DISPLACEMENT  

TxDOT’s DCIA acknowledges that the NHHIP will displace people in Independence 
Heights, both homeowners and renters, and some community businesses.30 Current projections 
by TxDOT suggest single-family residential displacements in two main areas:  (1) near the I-
45/I-610 interchange (12 residences) and (2) near the northern part of the neighborhood along 
Delz Drive (15 residences) for a total of 27 residences.31 TxDOT projects an additional 138 
multifamily units impacts, including those at Ventana North Garden Apartments (84 units) and 
La Vista Villa (54 units).32  

 
IHRC questions whether 138 multi-family units is all that will be impacted. For example, 

TxDOT has not included the 86 units at Victoria Manor Apartments in the estimated 
displacements of multi-family units in the area.33 TxDOT should also consider IHRC’s 
November 4, 2019 comments related to nontraditional multi-family displacement of individuals 
in Independence Heights that live in motels and hotels in the area.34 TxDOT’s report 
acknowledges that there are 5 motels and hotels in the area being displaced, and if these facilities 
have long-term residents paying by the week or the month, these units should also be 
considered.35 IHRC estimates that these displacements could be on the magnitude of an 
additional 235 units in the area, depending on occupancy levels.36  

 
Similarly, even though the Northline SRO Facility (120 units) has been shuttered since 

Hurricane Harvey due to flooding, the likelihood of the NHHIP being constructed in this area 
made the owners look elsewhere to build replacement housing.37 Because the Northline SRO 
suffered flooding impacts likely exacerbated by the flooding conditions on Little White Oak 
Bayou due to the undersized culvert at I-610, IHRC is concerned about the permanent loss of 
these housing units from the community. In an effort to mitigate both present and historical 
impacts of the freeway expansion, TxDOT should consider including these 120 units in its 
estimates for needed affordable housing to address community-wide displacements whether 
directly or indirectly related to the NHHIP.  

 

                                                 
30 DCIA at 5-47. 
31 DCIA at 5-48. 
32 DCIA at 5-48. 
33 DCIA at 5-48. 
34 See IHRC Comments to TxDOT on multi-family housing in Independence Heights dated October 29, 2019. 
35 DCIA at 5-128. 
36 Id.  
37 DCIA at 5-48.  
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 Because there is an acknowledged severe shortage of affordable housing in Houston38 
and more particularly in Independence Heights. There is very little available replacement 
housing for low-income communities like the current residents of Independence Heights in their 
neighborhood or even inside the Houston city limits.39 As TxDOT acknowledges, this shortage 
includes single-family homes for lease in the lower ranges of monthly rents.40 Development 
projects like the NHHIP as well as continuing extreme flooding impacts in lower-income areas 
due to poorly maintained or designed drainage systems and unchecked development throughout 
the City will continue to decrease affordable housing numbers across Houston in the years to 
come. 
 

Currently, only one affordable housing project is planned in Independence Heights, 
Independence Heights Apartments, which was begun prior to the NHHIP in May 2018.41 This 
complex should not be considered mitigation for the NHHIP or its projected displacements in 
Independence Heights as it was built to address existing housing shortages in the community. 
Given the projected displacements from single-family and multi-family housing due to the 
NHHIP, TxDOT should provide at least 30 single-family units and 350 multi-family units to 
offset this displacement and provide affordable replacement housing for displaced residents to be 
able to stay in their community. The ability of those displaced to relocate in Independence 
Heights should be one of TxDOT’s main objectives to ensure that the impacts to this 
environmental justice community are properly mitigated. 
 

For the purpose of creating replacement housing in the super neighborhood so that 
persons displaced by the NHHIP do not need to relocate and to increase affordable housing 
opportunities in the area to mitigate against impacts of gentrification likely to be accelerated 
from infrastructure improvements in the area contemplated by NHHIP, TxDOT needs to make a 
sizeable investment in affordable housing in the Independence Heights area, both for single-
family residences and multi-family residences.  These funds should be sufficient to cover costs 
(adjusted for inflation and rising property prices until acquisition):  (1) to acquire property in 
Independence Heights and (2) to build new construction or rehabilitate existing improvements to 
provide one-for-one single-family residence replacement housing (estimated at 30 units) and 
multi-family replacement housing (estimated at 350 units) in Super Neighborhood 13. The 
property acquisitions using this funding could include land bank properties, direct donations 
from the community, or direct acquisitions of strategic property in the community. Targeted 
properties may be vacant, have existing residential use, which may require updating or 
improvements, or may require demolition of existing structures to make way for new residential 
construction depending on condition. Once acquired, the properties could be developed to create 
below-market rate single-family residences for low-income residents with long-term leases, with 
the ability to accumulate equity subject to adjustments for market increases, and protection from 
increasing property taxes.  

 
Rather than depend on the City of Houston or the Houston Housing Authority to be 

responsible for building affordable housing, TxDOT should institute a merit-based grant program 

                                                 
38 DCITR at 23. 
39 DCITR at 23. 
40 DCIA at 5-7.  
41 DCITR at 37. 
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with identified criteria for the construction of replacement housing to TxDOT’s specifications. 
For example, one such shovel-ready project for 40 units of multi-family housing in the 
Neighborhood on property currently owned by Greater First Missionary Baptist Church at 4411 
Haygood, Houston, Texas 77022 could provide below market rate multi-family housing for low-
income residents. Moreover, displaced persons from the NHHIP and those indirectly impacted 
by cumulative effects of transportation expansion projects in the super neighborhood should be 
given first priority for all units constructed as a result of this project.  
 

Finally, the “affordable” in the replacement affordable housing built for the NHHIP must 
be established and maintained for the displaced residents to be able to stay in Independence 
Heights for the long term. The monthly rent for replacement rental units as well as the home 
values of single-family homes need to remain affordable. For multi-family complexes, 
individuals need to be able to access housing using vouchers from the Houston Housing 
Authority. Not all private landlords will accept vouchers, so TxDOT needs to make this one of 
the criteria for any new affordable housing projects. Not all residents will be able to afford units 
at $580-$680 per month or $800 per month suggested by TxDOT. 

Given the complex considerations around displacement from this project, IHRC looks 
forward to continue to work with TxDOT to ensure sufficient affordable housing is built in the 
super neighborhood to offset these cumulative impacts.  
 
D. GREATER MOUNT OLIVE MISSIONARY BAPTIST CHURCH 

As detailed extensively in IHRC’s May 2019 Comments, the Greater Mount Olive 
Missionary Baptist Church (GMOMBC) will be directly impacted by the NHHIP.42  If its 
displacement is inevitable due to the freeway design,43 this community asset as recognized in the 
DCIA needs to be memorialized for the community as part of the mitigation associated with the 
NHHIP given the severe adverse impacts to the church, including disruption to the congregation 
and access to its social activities.  
 

Based on IHRC communications with the pastor of the church, and as reflected in 
TxDOT’s reports,44 the GMOMBC has determined it is in the church’s best interest to relocate. 
IHRC supports the GMOMBC in its decision. In addition to the mitigation provided to the 
GMOMBC identified in the Final EIS and any real estate relocation assistance negotiated 
directed between GMOMBC and TxDOT, IHRC would further request as mitigation for the 
displacement of this community facility a park in memorial of the GMOMBC.45  

To fulfill this mitigation request, TxDOT would set aside property near the new ROW for 
the Project that will memorialize the location of the GMOMBC with a historical marker to create 
a pocket park for the community’s enjoyment. IHRC would also like TxDOT to commit 
mitigation funding for the design, development and maintenance of the pocket park. The pocket 
park’s amenities shall include a community-based mural or public art, trees, benches, trash 

                                                 
42 DCIA at 5-47. 
43 DCIA at 5-48. 
44 DCITR at 52; DCIA at 5-50. 
45 DCIA at 5-50. 
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receptacles and landscaping. Ideally, the park will be designed and maintained by conservancy 
group managed by the community. 

 
E. RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PACKAGES 

TxDOT’s report suggests that “[n]umerous mitigation measures are in process or in place 
to assist with displacement.46 Given the projected displacement in environmental justice 
communities along the NHHIP corridor, it is important that TxDOT provide additional resources 
to ensure the owner can move into comparable property to the owner’s home elsewhere in 
Independence Heights. Given the trend of increasing costs of homes in the neighborhood, several 
safeguards are needed to ensure that residents being displaced by the freeway expansion can find 
comparable housing in Independence. Heights. Be it now through an advanced acquisition 
process or by the time TxDOT estimates acquisition and construction will begin for Segments 1 
and 2 between 2023 and 2025.47  
 

When searching for replacement housing, which may be hard to find, it will be important 
for TxDOT to use appropriate comparables to ensure that the displaced homeowner is fully 
compensated for the displacement. To be an appropriate comparable for replacement housing, a 
property must be (1) currently available in the Independence Heights, (2) functionally equivalent 
to the current residential property (i.e., # of rooms, living space, square footage, etc.), and (3) 
decent, safe, and sanitary (i.e., structurally sound, in good repair, safe electrical system, contains 
heating and air conditioning, adequate size for the number of residents, working bathroom and 
kitchen).  
 

This comparable should be used to determine a Replacement Housing Payment to be paid 
to the homeowner by TxDOT, which is the difference between the price of the comparable and 
the appraisal provided by TxDOT. While the owner does not have to purchase the comparable 
property, the comparable is being used to determine the amount each owner is eligible for as a 
supplemental Replacement Housing Payment. The owner is free to purchase or build any home 
they want. The comparable does not constitute a cash payment, and the owner must actually 
purchase a new home to receive the payment. If the new home is worth less than the comparable, 
the owner only receives the amount for the home purchased. 
 

To avoid additional direct and incidental costs to the displaced homeowner in 
environmental justice communities like Independence Heights, TxDOT should also provide 
other relocation assistance to the owners under the Uniform Relocation Act for:   
 

(1) actual moving and related expenses described in 49 CFR § 24.301(g) or an alternative 
fixed payment under 49 CFR § 24.302;  

 
(2) any incidental expenses, including closing costs, which are necessary and reasonable 

costs actually incurred by the displaced person incident to the purchase of a replacement 
dwelling and customarily paid by the buyer, as described in 49 CFR § 24.401(e);  

 
                                                 
46 DCIA at 5-49. 
47 DCIA at 5-214. 
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(3) any penalty costs and other charges for prepayment of any preexisting recorded 
mortgage encumbering the property;  

 
(4) the pro rata portion of any pre-paid real property taxes which are allocable to the 

period after with TxDOT obtains title to the property or effective possession of it, whichever is 
earlier;  

 
(5) incremental increases in mortgage payments, which is the amount which will reduce 

the mortgage balance on a new mortgage to an amount which could be amortized with the same 
monthly payment for principal and interest as that for the mortgage(s) on the displacement 
dwelling; and  

 
(6) debt service costs related to any mortgage that was a valid lien on the displacement 

dwelling for at least 180 days prior to initiation of negotiations.  
 

Given the challenges of the housing market in Independence Heights, timing these 
payments is important. Any displaced owners should receive both an offer (appraised value) and 
notice of eligibility (maximum relocation assistance) before having to make a decision to accept 
or reject the offer.  Once a formal offer is made, the owner should have at least 180 days to 
accept. If the owner accepts the offer, then the owner should be eligible to take advantage of 
replacement housing to be constructed by TxDOT in the neighborhood as further mitigation 
(described above in Section II-C) or relocate elsewhere. 
 

For tenants in environmental justice neighborhoods impacted by the Project, TxDOT 
should provide rental assistance or down payment assistance to any person who has occupied a 
residential rental property for at least 180 days immediately prior to the initiation of negotiations 
consistent with the provisions of 49 CFR § 24.402. A number of tenants in Independence 
Heights are already receiving eviction notices from landlords related to the NHHIP. It is likely 
they will be forced to leave the area well before the project even begin construction or right away 
acquisitions commence. This situation only stresses the need for affordable replacement housing 
in the area now. 

 
Having TxDOT prioritize construction of replacement housing in Segments 1 and 2 at the 

front end of the project is very important to being able to keep these residents in Independence 
Heights. The mitigation dollars for affordable replacement housing are a priority for the the 
community and should be spent in advance of TxDOT’s starting ROW acquisitions in Segments 
1 and 2, if feasible, so that units will be available when the displacement starts, not years after 
the NHHIP construction is done and residents have already been displaced.  

 
In addition, it is possible that some owners in Independence Heights may opt for an early 

acquisition process prior to right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions for Segments 1 and 2 of the 
NHHIP. Advance acquisition, as defined in Transportation Code Sections 202.111-202.114, is 
TxDOT's ability to legally purchase ROW, either outright or through an option contract, prior to 
environmental clearance or before a determination is made that the property is needed for the 
Project.48 For any residential properties acquired through advance acquisition, the same owner 
                                                 
48 TxDOT, ROW Acquisition Manual at 3-2. 
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protections and benefits provided to other displaced homeowners in Segments 1 and 2 should 
still apply to the extent applicable.  

 
Given the challenges of an outside organization like TxDOT has in engaging with an 

environmental justice community, IHRC strongly recommends that TxDOT assign a relocation 
counselor to the community of Independence Heights to assist residents impacted by the NHHIP.  
Ideally, through this relocation counselor, TxDOT would provide the following relocation 
services to residents:  (i) case management services, such as assisting the client with removing 
immediate barriers to ensure a successful transition and providing information and services to 
assist in the overall advocacy for the family, (ii) traditional housing coordination, which involves 
assisting the family with locating and moving to transitional housing while more permanent 
arrangements are being made, (iii) training for families, case management staff and other 
stakeholders on transition program expectancies, and (iv) overall program management to 
support the reporting requirements for TxDOT. Consistent with the requirements in Section 
24.205 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, the designated relocation counselor would 
work with persons displaced to find decent, safe and sanitary dwellings in the residents’ 
preferred locations and provide case management-based assistance to displaced individuals who 
may have particular needs or impacts because of the Project, including but not limited:  

 
• Relocation needs and preferences and provide information regarding displacement, 

relocation payments and other assistance available;  

• Existing social vulnerabilities related to impacts from prior natural disasters, including 
Hurricanes Ike and Harvey, Tropical Storm Imelda, and other flooding events (Prior 
Disasters) and any remaining unmet needs from Prior Disasters;  

• Transitional housing needs after the early acquisition process or prior to TxDOT’s 
timeline ROW acquisitions for Segments 1 and 2;  

• Utility bill assistance during the construction phase of the Project; 

• Maintaining social cohesiveness, which includes maintaining relationships to church, 
schools, and family relationships in the community; and  

• Financial counseling on topics such as homeownership for first time homeowners, 
incremental financing costs, property tax liabilities, mortgage related issues and interest 
rates.  

TxDOT should be aware that environmental justice communities are especially vulnerable when 
displacements occur regardless of the cause and ensure that its mitigation plans have the ability 
to address these potential concerns of homeowners and renters alike in Independence Heights 
that will be impacted by the NHHIP. Moreover, TxDOT should make sure that its bidding 
process for such services ensures that the relocation counselor will employ individuals capable of 
effectively serving these communities not only to ensure that the community feels comfortable in 
this process, but also to increase the likelihood of success of the relocation assistance program 
provided by TxDOT. For example, ideal counselors for certain environmental justice 
communities might be bilingual or minorities.   
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In addition, a relocation counselor could assist displaced residents in identifying 
residential property in the super neighborhood which has been impacted by Prior Disasters which 
the continued occupancy of the displacement dwelling constitutes a substantial danger to the 
health and safety of the occupants or the public and recommend such persons currently 
occupying the property to be relocated to a comparable replacement dwelling before 
displacement occurs pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act.  49 CFR § 24.204. It would also be 
advisable for the relocation counselor to begin work in these communities before acquisition of 
ROW begins to be able to advise potential displaced persons of their rights and options, given 
that evictions are already occurring related to the project.  
 

Moreover, the City of Houston Housing and Community Development Department may be 
able to identify available disaster relief funds to assist these persons as a supplement to any funds 
available through the NHHIP. 
 

Of the funding allocated to relocation counseling, IHRC recommends that some funding 
be allocated to include supplemental assistance to cover the types of particularized needs in one 
of the above-referenced categories identified by the relocation counselor during the case 
management process. The relocation counselor would be responsible for documenting the 
supplemental assistance expended to each person impacted by the NHHIP. 
 

Finally, title clearing will likely be a large obstacle for TxDOT when engaging in 
environmental justice communities like Independence Heights, since a large number of the 
properties to be acquired are heirs properties.  As part of its mitigation, TxDOT should assist in 
providing funds for legal services and advice related to title review and clearing for impacted 
residents, which may cover one or more the following services provided to displaced owners:  
(1) determining owner of the property and any liens impacting transfer of the property, (2) 
preparing documentation to establish title, and (3) funding an organization to assist the 
homeowner to clear title if more substantial legal services are needed.  
 

In an effort to expedite title clearing for ROW acquisitions in the Neighborhood, TxDOT 
should also reimburse owners of any residential property for any reasonable expenses necessarily 
incurred for recording fees, transfer taxes, documentary stamps, evidence of title, boundary 
surveys, legal descriptions of the real property, and similar expenses incidental to conveying the 
real property. In addition, TxDOT should cover any costs required to perfect an owner’s title to 
real property from the Title Clearing Fund established above until such funds are exhausted.    
 

If the homeowner has liens placed on the property owed to the City of Houston (e.g., for 
code violations), whenever possible, TxDOT should work to secure agreement from the City that 
it will waive any such liens to assist with expediting transfer of title to TxDOT. 
 

Finally, at TxDOT’s expense, owners shall participate in all good faith efforts to provide 
the purchaser good and marketable title; however, TxDOT should consider electing to accept the 
conveyance after resolving title issues or may accept the conveyance subject to conditions.  For 
example, TxDOT might want to create a contingency fund as a “risk pool” to encourage any title 
company to take chance on title that is not fully documented at the time of proposed acquisition 
to protect against any challenge to title transferred to TxDOT for the Project. This risk pool 
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could stay open for a period of 48 months from the Effective Date to address ROW acquisitions. 
Monies allocated to the risk poll that are not utilized for this purpose could revert to other 
mitigation efforts.  
 

Because of the substantial title clearing issues, TxDOT should further agree that any co-
owners can provide waivers to assist with the acquisition process instead of requiring 
conveyance by all owners. To the extent that there are conflicts between co-owners, TxDOT 
should work first to secure agreement of any person(s) currently living in owner-occupied 
property and use mitigation funds to help expedite title clearing efforts as needed.  
 
F. NOISE IMPACTS AND VISUAL IMPACTS 

In the recently published Draft Community Impacts Assessment report, TxDOT 
acknowledges that traffic noise levels are predicted to increase near some residential areas in 
Independence Heights along I-45 and I-610.49 TxDOT’s Draft Traffic Noise Technical Report 
(February 2019) suggested that additional noise walls could be built for the proposed project for 
Environmental Justice mitigation.50 That report referenced the DCIA, which was not published 
until December 2019, ten months later. For these reasons, IHRC now submits comments on 
noise impacts discussed in the DCIA and the previously published Traffic Noise Technical 
Report.  
 

In addition to the noise barriers approved for R18 to R20 in Segment 2 approved by 
TxDOT after conducting its noise analysis,51 IHRC would like to see additional mitigation 
provided to Independence Heights’ residences in Segment 2 to account for the environmental 
justice impacts associated with the proximity of this neighborhood to the freeway.  Specifically, 
the following Segment 2 receivers should receive additional noise mitigation because of their 
location in Independence Heights, an environmental justice community: 
 

• R1 to R3 and R6: Representing 24 residences;52 
• R12:  Representing four residences;53 
• R14:  Representing seven residences;54 
• R15:  Representing three residences;55 and 
• R49: Representing one residence.56  

 
IHRC emphasizes that proper noise and emission mitigation for Independence Heights 

should include a weatherization and energy-efficiency programs given the predominately low-to-
moderate income individuals living in the community as mentioned in the DCIA would be 
appropriate.57 IHRC would like to see TxDOT provide supplemental assistance to eligible 
                                                 
49 DCIA at 5-184 to 5-185. 
50 Draft Traffic Noise Technical Report (February 2019), Section 1.0, at 1.  
51 Id., Section 3.3.1.2 at 26. 
52 Id., Section 3.3.1.1 at 18. 
53 Id.  
54 Id. 
55 Id.  
56 Id. at 19. 
57 DCIA at 5-191, 5-200. 
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owners and tenants in Independence Heights that need relief from noise during construction 
phase of the Project.  These funds can cover items at properties near the freeway such as weather 
stripping, utility bill assistance, window AC units, and storm windows or doors. 
 

Based on its noise analysis, TxDOT has not proposed noise barriers for the above-
identified properties although there will be some noise impacts on these properties that should be 
considered for environmental justice mitigation given the proximity to the freeway.58 TxDOT 
should offer the community the option of including aesthetic walls to serve as visual barriers 
between residences and the freeway.59 IHRC is particularly supportive of the use of aesthetic 
walls or other forms of landscaping being included in TxDOT’s mitigation plan for this 
community.  
 

Further, IHRC would like to see TxDOT plant up to a ½ mile of year-round vegetation 
buffer in Super Neighborhood 13, including trees, along I-610 frontage road and ROW as 
barriers to reduce noise penetration and enhance beautification along freeway. Such landscaping 
would be maintained by TxDOT or its designee and should be designed with input from the 
Independence Heights community. 
 

V. CONCLUSION 

LSLA and its organizational client, Independence Heights Redevelopment Council, 
would appreciate a complete response from TxDOT in response to the comments and concerns 
raised in this letter.   

As discussed in the May 2019 Comments, IHRC further looks forward to negotiating a 
Memorandum of Agreement with TxDOT to address the identified adverse impacts to the 
community on Independence Heights before TxDOT seeks its Record of Decision for the 
NHHIP. Please contact the undersigned counsel if you have any questions or need clarification 
regarding the comments contained herein.  

                                                 
58 Draft Traffic Noise Technical Report (February 2019), Section 3.3.1.1 at 18-19. 
59 DCIA (December 2019) at 5-218. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 10:45 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Denetia 

Robinson; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: TxDOT Internet E-Mail

For the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2020 9:48 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: TxDOT Internet E-Mail 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: Tuesday, February 4, 2020 8:57 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: TxDOT Internet E-Mail 
 
Name: Mr. Terald Doucett  
Address: 
 8406 silver lure dr 
 
 Humble, TX 77346 
 
Phone: 
 (832) 816-3395 
 
Requested Contact Method: Email 
 
Reason for Contact: Customer Service 
Complaint: No 
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Comment: I-45 & I-69 Project issues; putting that long a stretch underground & completely shielded from light & without 
Lg open vents is an issue. It would slow down traffic; associated motion sickness phobia. Natural light is important. Not 
only that wrecks & fumes gas & electric car fires. Flooding nightmare.Too expensive & long to dig. Oppose 
 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=EzlsLFvuCMB0jyjsbBbGIaIG2CHY81MBr21r24bm-
U0&s=h71bVBt8kvGmBHJ6DtU36MnHwzfOcdRIDOV6wPtAnAw&e= > 



From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: TxDOT Internet E-Mail
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:21:17 PM

I've responded to this one, but forwarding for the record.

-----Original Message-----
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:13 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: TxDOT Internet E-Mail

Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 11:31 AM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: TxDOT Internet E-Mail

Name: Ms. Michele Dupuy
Address:
 Houston 77007

Phone:
 (936) 577-8854

Requested Contact Method: Email

Reason for Contact: Construction
Complaint: No

Nearest Major City: Houston

Comment: Please send me a labeled roadmap showing the before and after routes of the planned move of I-45 in
Houston. The type of map I've been looking for is similar to a Google map.
Thank you,
Michele Dupuy

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=eQQQqoSKNrYnCXoZrnOVf4rGvo-

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov


VZY5X4ShEJA8Ti3Y&s=_djgS6wGLqeBx1tfjAKagMBC_JDJoX2M3tkPwzDZUlo&e= >
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:45 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: Against I-45 reroute

FYI – comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:24 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Against I-45 reroute 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Troy Dutton   
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 2:54 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Against I-45 reroute 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

I am against the rerouting of I-45 in downtown Houston. Not only is this a huge waste of taxpayer 
dollars, but this will make it more difficult for residents in southeast and south Houston to reach parts 
of downtown, including the entertainment district. Plus the long construction time is sure to cause 
extended traffic snarls and accidents.  
 
Troy Dutton 
832-279-4215 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson; "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
Date: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:35:49 AM

For the record
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:43 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 
From: Neal Ehardt  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 3:53 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
For my entire 30-year life, TxDOT has operated under the assumption that widening roads to add
more lanes will make traffic flow faster. I think this assumption is flawed. If you haven’t heard of the
phenomenon of “induced demand,” please take some time to research it.

The gist of it is this: TxDOT recently widened the Katy Freeway and when construction was finished,
travel times were actually longer than before construction began. When you create a free supply of
more lanes, driving demand will rise to meet it. People choose to live further from their jobs because
you make it possible.

The rest of the world has learned from our mistake and they’ve stopped widening their urban
freeways. But what has TxDOT learned? For the second time in 15 years, TxDOT is rebuilding the
interchange of the West Loop and the Southwest Freeway to add more lanes. I guess it didn’t work
the first time.

The City of Houston’s elected leaders are doing an excellent job of coming up with solutions that will
improve the North Freeway. Their solutions will carry more people per day, with greater safety, less

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
mailto:jsalinas@HNTB.com
mailto:Roy.Knowles@aecom.com
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov


societal cost, and less environmental damage than what TxDOT is proposing with the NHHIP.

Listen to Mayor Turner, Councilmember Cisneros, Councilmember Plummer, and their contracted
engineer Christof Spieler. Go meet with them and hear what they have to say. Please be open to
changing your metrics for what makes a freeway successful. Because everything you’ve built in my
lifetime has been bad for folks in cars. And it’s been absolute hell for folks on foot and on bicycles.
Thank you.
 
Neal Ehardt
832-577-4519

 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwMGaQ&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=4LEt6LYweQMdoOswgFdJkQu3B5fDoczFfxBTY7_nWCM&s=lm8rFIT7nWqAsuPR06u3Hym-dC614VLCpOZ0F74VjWI&e=
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 9:04 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Comment on NHHIP

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:43 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comment on NHHIP 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Ashley Ellis   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 4:39 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comment on NHHIP 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I hope this message finds you well! I'm writing as a concerned Near Northside resident in opposition to the I-45 
expansion. The plan as it stands would harm and displace thousands of people, including me and my family; we live in 
one of the neighborhoods that would be destroyed to widen the freeway. 
 
Additionally, I used to live near another freeway that was similarly widened: I-10. I lived right near the section known as 
Katy Freeway, one of the widest freeway sections in the US, and often wound up sitting in hour-plus long traffic jams on 
my way home (in a segment that allegedly takes six minutes to drive) because widening freeways does not meaningfully 
address congestion. Expansion of public transit does. Widening freeways just further damages our environment, in 
terms of air quality, in water retention (pouring more concrete in a floodplain will only make matters worse), and in 
destroying entire neighborhoods in the name of a solution that, as Katy Freeway and its many lanes demonstrates, does 
not work. 
 
Invest in public transit expansion and in the neighborhoods that this plan endangers, not in more useless pavement. 
 
Thank you, 
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Ashley Ellis 
77009 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:49 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Feedback on NHHIP Draft Community Assessment

For the Record – Make I 45 better Coalition  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:24 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Feedback on NHHIP Draft Community Assessment 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Margo Fendrich   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 5:00 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Feedback on NHHIP Draft Community Assessment 
 
I believe that the NHHIP as currently designed would have tremendous negative impacts for residents of the City of 
Houston—particularly by low-income minority communities. Given the size of this estimated $7 billion project, it is 
important to get it right. 
 
Resident Displacement Impacts 
The destruction of two public housing facilities, Clayton Homes in Second Ward and Kelly Village in Fifth Ward, is 
unacceptable to me. I am also concerned that thousands of other residents will be displayed by the massive increase in 
I-45's footprint. What will assistance be like for the many renters who will be displaced? Will they be offered assistance 
with new security deposits? What happens in the likely scenario that housing/leasing costs have risen since their last 
lease? Will they be given compensation in order to remain close to their current homes/apartments? 
 
As Houston Council Member Karla Cisneros wrote, “It’s hard to imagine that this project would look the same if it passed 
through a more affluent part of town.” I doubt that TxDOT would try pushing a project this big through River Oaks or 
Boulevard Oaks. 
 
Environment / Air Quality 



2

With an expanded footprint / more lanes, I am worried about emissions from both construction and from the resulting 
increased number of vehicles on new local roads/feeders. As Air Alliance Houston has repeatedly warned, “...the 
expansion would bring at least 26 existing school and daycare campuses within 500 feet of the highway, a distance that 
research has associated with increased risks of asthma, impaired lung development, and childhood leukemia.” We must 
protect the health of our fellow citizens. I would also like to see our Bayou Greenways preserved. 
 
Safety 
In reviewing the proposals in the CIA, I am concerned about the highway-urban interfaces proposed. TxDOT often cites 
bringing I-45 up to current design standards a reason for the massive expansion... but what about safety in 
neighborhoods that will now have tons of highway on/off ramp traffic routed through it? What about safety for 
pedestrians and bikers who will have to be alongside high-speed feeder road traffic? Additionally, the communities most 
impacted by the expansion also have higher numbers of pedestrians. The U.S. Census Bureau shows the largest share of 
people who bike in large car-dependent cities (like Houston) are in lower-income brackets.  
 
Regionalism 
The brunt of this project is being shouldered by residents in central Houston—for the “benefit” of people who chose to 
live outside the city in the suburbs and commute far distances to work. Individuals driving from outside of Houston 
would at most gain a couple minutes of travel time at the expense of thousands of current residents who for decades 
bore the brunt of construction delays and subsequent environmental inequities. 
 
Traffic 
This project is exactly what the concept of “induced demand” is about—adding highway capacity will not decrease 
congestion, since it incentivizes more cars to get on the road. The Katy Freeway (I-10) expansion gave us 26 lanes at its 
max, but traffic is worse now than before. This expansion will not solve traffic problems, but worsen it. 
 
For these reasons and more, I urge you to reconsider the current design to minimize its footprint, and where possible to 
not route traffic through heavily populated areas. 
 
Margo Fendrich 
Make I-45 Better Coalition 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:49 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy; 

Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: I-45 expansion

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:23 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Sue Fendrich   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:19 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 expansion 
 
To: Texas DOT 
RE:  I-45 expansion 
 
I am contacting you respectfully, to plead with you to not expand I-45 through Houston as planned.  This is such a 
tremendous about of taxpayer dollars that would be spent and it has been proven that even if we spent the billions of 
dollars & suffered such negative community impacts, it would not fix the congestion issues that we now have.  Both the 
Katy Freeway and the 405 Freeway in California has shown that to be true. 
 
To spend billions and billions of dollars and not resolve the problem, is such a waste of tax dollars that could fund so 
many wonderful projects or services for our citizens.  Especially sustainable modes of transportation!  In addition to 
massive tax dollar waste, there would be a tremendous downside for our low-income communities.   Thousands would 
lose their homes, with very little offered that would allow them to keep their families and their businesses in "their" 
neighborhoods.  Think of the hardship it would be to you and your children if you had to move from where "home" is for 
you, with nowhere to go and almost no financial resources to find a new place to live in again. Along with safety issues, 
increased air pollution, great harm to our bayou parks, more flooding risks to Houston, one can only conclude that the I-
45 expansion is a very bad choice for our great city. 
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I encourage you to make the responsible decision for Houston today, and also as a very important investment in our 
future. 
 
Respectfully, 
Susan Fendrich 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Amanda Austin
Cc: Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: Opposition to expansion of I-45
Date: Friday, January 10, 2020 9:07:05 AM

FYI
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 9:03 AM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: Opposition to expansion of I-45
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 

From: Gene Feronti   
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 3:30 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: Opposition to expansion of I-45
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

 
To: the Texas Department of Transportation
 
I'm writing to express my opposition to the proposed expansion of I-45. Our traffic problems
will not be solved by more freeway lanes. Although I understand the plan includes HOT lanes
and the elimination of the Pierce elevated, these beneficial features are not sufficient to offset
the damage which will be caused by this project.
 
Air, water, and noise pollution will increase.
 
Many neighborhoods will lose land and buildings further separating neighborhoods and
making walking and biking more difficult and less pleasant.
 

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
mailto:jsalinas@HNTB.com
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov


The overfly of lanes above White Oak and Buffalo Bayous will reduce the beauty and utility of
our hard-won hike and bike trails along the bayous.
 
 And flooding likely will increase.
 
With $7 billion, TXDOT can and must modify its plans and join the 21st century. This
mammoth project is a 1959 solution to a 2019 problem.
 
TDOT must rework its plan to encourage much more mass transit, to help bring our
neighborhoods back together, to help us walk and bike, to eliminate flooding along its route.
Please don't make the Woodland Heights pay the price for folks to go to and from the
Woodlands!
 
Sincerely,
 

Eugene F. Feronti, Jr., Certified Public Accountant

 

(w) 713-863-7071

(h)  713-862-6444

(c)  713-598-5224

(f)   713-863-7072

5900 Memorial Drive, #300

Houston, TX77007-8008

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is for the benefit of the named person(s) only;
it may contain confidential, proprietary, or legally privileged information. No confidentiality
or privilege is waived or lost by any mistransmission. Do not, directly or indirectly, use,
disclose, distribute, print, or copy any part of this message if you are not the intended
recipient; if you receive this message in error, please immediately delete it and all copies of it
from your system, destroy any hard copies of it, and notify sender of its mistransmission.

 

NOTICE ON TAX INFORMATION: The information provided here (including any
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by you or any other
person or entity for the purpose of avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the Internal



Revenue Code or applicable state or local law. The information is not intended or written to be
used, and cannot be used, by you for the purpose of promoting, marketing, or recommending
any tax-related matters addressed within to another party. You are not prohibited from sharing
this information with third parties. However, the third parties should seek their own advice
based on their particular facts and circumstances from an independent tax advisor.

 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwMFAg&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=niMtQaNu05S_GCxYi6C4lrRkk_4xkS-lQ364x5eLkyY&s=krWXXWkXw3dC3f7onf5-l3lDe5NlsNv8z6WRCi74Zhk&e=
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:41 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Opposition to I45 expansion

For the record. 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:44 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Opposition to I45 expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Gene Feronti   
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 10:50 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: Oeter Eccles  

 
 

CNL At Large 1  atlarge2  atlarge4 
; atlarge3 ; CNL At Large 5  

Subject: Opposition to I45 expansion 
 
Dear TxDoT, 
 
I oppose expanding I45.  
 
TxDoT should divert through traffic and east west traffic further north of downtown, using the Hardy Toll Road, Beltway 
8, and I610 to pull congestion away from  the Central Business District. The I45 expansion plan will only  for a very short 
time reduce congestion because induced demand (build it and they will drive to it) will lead the freeway to be- come a 
parking lot again soon. The expansion of the Katy Freeway is a good local illustration of this phenomenon. 
 
In addition, the expansion will dislocate hundreds of residents and businesses, create more pollution, increase flooding, 
further separate neighborhoods already split by earlier freeway construction, impact parks and trails, and 
disproportionately harm people of color and economically disadvantaged people. Furthermore, the freeway expansion 
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ignores the imperatives of climate change by simply encouraging more folks to get in their cars alone and drive; while 
the expansion of managed lanes is a start, it is only lipstick on a pig when the right of way expansion and lane additions 
are factored in. 
 
The 7 billion dollars IS needed for infrastructure improvements; but any reconsideration of I45 must address the above 
issues AND provide massive increases in mass transit, extensive flood mitigation, and greatly enhanced connectivity  for 
the neighborhoods along its route.  
 
The current plan is a 20th century solution for a 21st century challenge. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Eugene F. Feronti, Jr. 
Certified Public Accountant 
 
(w)713-863-7071 
(c) 713-598-5224 
(f) 713-863-7072 

 
 
5900 Memorial Drive, #300 
Houston, TX 77007-8008 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is for the benefit of the named person(s) only; it may contain confidential, 
proprietary, or legally privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by any mistransmission. Do 
not, directly or indirectly, use, disclose, distribute, print, or copy any part of this message if you are not the intended 
recipient; if you receive this message in error, please immediately delete it and all copies of it from your system, 
destroy  any hard copies of it, and notify sender of its mistransmission. 
 
NOTICE ON TAX INFORMATION: The information provided here (including any attachments) is not intended or written to 
be used, and cannot be used by you or any other person or entity for the purposes of avoiding penalties that may be 
imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or applicable state or local law. The information is not intended or written to 
be used, and cannot be used by you for the purpose of promoting, marketing, or recommending any tax-related matters 
addressed within to another party. You are not prohibited from sharing this information with third parties. However, the 
third parties should seek their own advice based on their particular facts and circumstances from an independent tax 
advisor. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:37 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project

For the record 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:19 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Joshua Fowler   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:26 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
Hello, 
 
I am emailing to comment on the proposed changes to Houston Highways. I believe that the city would be best off not 
increasing the size of the highway, and oppose changes to I-45. Increased highways only draw induced demand and do 
not reduce traffic problems. Instead, the city should promote public transportation, and walkable and bikeable living. 
Improvements to public natural areas and trails would improve Houstonians mental health, fitness, and help the city be 
more resilient to flooding. 
 
I am a Houston resident, currently living at 1836 Wheeler St. Houston, TX 77004. 
 
Thank you, 
Joshua Fowler 
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  

 

 



1

Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 1:33 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Comments on the NHHIP Impact Reports

For the record 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:21 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on the NHHIP Impact Reports 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Emily Fulk   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 5:35 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments on the NHHIP Impact Reports 
 
Hello, 
 
Thank you for the chance to comment on the Cumulative Impacts Technical Report and the Community Impact 
Assessment for the NHHIP. I am writing to express my strong opposition to the project. TxDOT's revisions have done 
little to address the detrimental effects on Houston communities and businesses. 
 
I moved to Houston the spring before Harvey. After the hurricane, I was awed by Houston's resilience and the eagerness 
with which Houstonians came together to help others. I cannot believe the same city would willingly displace over 900 
multi-family homes, over 300 businesses, and over 150 single-family homes without providing a single benefit for the 
communities it displaces. 
 
Secondly, I am severely disappointed by the lack of non-car transit options this plan provides. Building more highways is 
directly antithetical to the stated goals of the city's Climate Action Plan. Furthermore, the expansion will make it more 
difficult for people (like me) who primarily walk, bike, or take public transit to navigate these areas. This will especially 
impact communities where residents may not have the financial means to afford a car. 
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Finally, I am strongly against the loss of public parks and bayou greenways this project would cause. The city is already 
dealing with frequent and costly floods, and destroying more green space will worsen this problem. 
 
I sincerely hope TxDOT and Houston will decide to prioritize the long-term vitality of Houston communities, and will 
make better choices that nurture Houston as a forward-looking city for decades to come. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Best, 
Emily Fulk 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:42 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Raquelle Lewis; Eliza Paul; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Public Comments for the NHHIP’s Draft Technical Reports
Attachments: NHHIP_public comments_FINAL.pdf

Commissioner Adrian Garcia 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:43 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Public Comments for the NHHIP’s Draft Technical Reports 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Elizondo, Andrea (Commissioner Precinct 2)   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 3:28 PM 
To: Eliza Paul <Eliza.Paul@txdot.gov> 
Cc: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>; Makany-Rivera, Tanya (Commissioner Precinct 2) 

 
Subject: Public Comments for the NHHIP’s Draft Technical Reports 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Dear District Director Eliza Paul, P.E., 
 
Our office is providing a letter about NHHIP on behalf of Commissioner Adrian Garcia. We would to submit our 
attachment as public comments for the two Draft Technical Reports on NHHIP. If you have any questions please contact 
Tanya Makany-Rivera at   
 
Best Wishes, 
 
Andrea Elizondo, MPP, MSW 
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Policy Research Analyst 

 

   
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers 
713-274-2204  
832-546-1536  
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February 3, 2020 
 
Eliza Paul, District Director 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Houston District Office 
7600 Washington Avenue 
Houston, Texas 77007 
 
SUBJECT: Public Comments for the NHHIP’s Community Impact Assessment Technical 
Report and the Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 
 
Dear District Director Eliza Paul, P.E., 
 
I write to you to respectfully requesting that the leadership of the Texas Department of Texas 
(TxDOT) consider alternative proposals to the existing/current proposal for the North Houston 
Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP). Alternative proposals take into consideration the 
concerns of local communities directly affected by this project and will give the region the 
option to start building the infrastructure needed to incentivize multi-modal transportation, rather 
than continuing dependency on single occupancy vehicles.  
 
A few months ago, my staff created a bilingual community survey about this project. The survey 
was open for two weeks, and over 900 people responded.  Fifty-two percent of the survey 
respondents were against the original project proposal.  In addition, the neighborhoods located 
within Precinct 2 (zip codes 77002, 77007, 77009, 77022, 77003, 77011, 77012, 77023, 77087, 
and 77076) were overwhelmingly against it with 71% saying they disagree with the plan. The top 
four concerns from this project were: safety, connectivity, flooding, and air quality. 
 
I understand that TxDOT is focusing on the VisionZero public awareness campaign to reduce 
highway vehicle crashes. The current plan only addresses safety conditions on the highway itself 
and does not address the increased safety risk on the frontage roads and connecting 
neighborhood roads associated with the proposed design. We must first improve the safety 
conditions of the current highway system, including frontage roads to connect with 

1001 Preston, Suite 924 
Houston, Texas 77002 
713-755-6220 



neighborhood streets, while also minimizing displacement of families, mitigating flooding, 
reducing air and noise pollution, while focusing on improving the infrastructure needed for 
public transportation and pedestrian-friendly bike lanes and sidewalks.  
 
A plan that reduces the number of single-occupancy vehicles on the road will reduce highway 
car crashes. Transportation engineers advise, and recent history in Houston has shown, that 
adding more lanes to the freeway will only temporarily fix congestion. Inevitably, over time, 
adding more single-occupancy vehicles to the freeway system only serves to worsen congestion.  
 
Estimates show that allocating bus lanes will increase capacity to 14,400 people per hour per 
lane. A four-car light rail can increase a route’s capacity to 21,600 people per hour, whereas a 
freeway lane being used by single-occupancy vehicles allows only 2,000 people per hour to be 
moved from one place to another. In addition, increasing ridership on public transit means our 
region would become eligible for federal funding for future capital projects on public 
transportation (Congressional Research Service). Therefore, we need to consider reducing the 
number of general-purpose lanes and offer motivation for drivers to carpool or use public transit. 
This is once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to change the culture of transportation for the region, and 
we should use this unique opportunity to increase capacity through public transit. 
 
The additional attachment below includes a detailed analysis of the following topics: community 
connectivity, housing, safety, flooding, air quality and frontage roads. I would prefer an 
alternative plan that will do more for flood mitigation, eliminate catastrophic displacement of 
families and businesses, reduce air and noise pollution, keep more communities connected, 
improve bike and sidewalk access for the safety of pedestrians, and incentivize multi-modal 
transportation. 
 
Once again, I encourage and request TxDOT to select an alternative proposal for NHHIP. The 
City of Houston has convened several community meetings and residents have been asked to 
consider alternate designs to TxDOT’s existing proposal. I would ask that TxDOT seriously 
consider what the community ultimately desires. 
 
I look forward to hearing back from you and continuing to work together to ensure that this 
project is in the best interest of all communities. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Adrian Garcia 
Harris County Commissioner, Precinct 2  



NHHIP Analysis 
 
Community Connectivity and Housing 
Highway expansion projects have historically displaced low socioeconomic households and 
communities of color and disconnected communities to make room for growth. We cannot 
continue this pattern. According to the community survey that my office produced, on a scale 
from 1 (least concerned) to 5 (most concerned), 62% of the survey respondents rated community 
connectivity with a 4 or 5.  Respondents are worried that communities will be split-up/eliminated 
because of the highway expansion project. NHHIP should not only benefit suburbs but rather, it 
should benefit all of those that live in our region. Local communities should receive a positive 
impact from this project too. The construction of NHHIP will impact hundreds of businesses, 
government offices in downtown, while making congestion worse for employees and residents 
who need to do official business in places like courts, tax offices, or other agencies. 
 
In the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report, it mentioned that NHHIP will displace 
several small local neighborhood clinics, an urgent care center, a preventative medicine clinic, 
and one of the Texas Health and Human Services Offices (where people apply for social benefits 
like SNAP, Medicaid, WIC, etc.). In this report, TxDOT determined these displaced public 
health and healthcare facilities will cause minimal impact because other nearby facilities are 
about 10 miles away from where a displaced property was located. TxDOT also mentioned that 
individuals could use the internet to apply for government assistance or visit a library to get 
access to the internet. However, 10 miles is a difficult commute for anyone without a vehicle. 
Metro has stated that several of the stops and routes near the NHHIP will be heavily impacted 
during the construction. Ten miles on the bus is a long commute if you live with a disability, are 
pregnant, traveling with young children, have an illness, or simply lack the means to afford 
personal transportation.  
 
Additionally, there are certain census tracts within Precinct 2, especially within Aldine, that 
show a significant percentage of households that lack internet access in their homes (ACS 2017), 
which would mean there are going to be individuals that would require the use of  public 
transportation just to get to the nearest library. According to Executive Order 12898 and Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act, there is an emphasis on “to avoid, minimize disproportionately high and 
adverse human health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on 
minority and low-income populations.” The displacement of these facilities would be considered 
“adverse human health effects”. We cannot keep adding lanes at the expense of neighborhoods, 
and we must not keep repeating the history of expanding freeways at the expense of low 
socioeconomic status families and people of color. TxDOT admits to the local impact of racial 
and economic disparity within the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report on page 
264, “Based on the demographics of the adjacent super neighborhoods, the effects of the project 
would be predominantly borne by minority and low-income populations. Similarly, because of 

https://public.tableau.com/profile/andrea.elizondo#!/vizhome/Pct2PopulationwithoutInternetAccess/WithoutInternet


income limitations and/or limited English proficiency, the adverse effects on minority and low-
income populations could be more severe than the adverse effects that would be suffered by the 
non-minority population and/or non-low-income population”. 
 
Recommendations from local communities and stakeholders: 

● Re-open Preston St underpass. 
● Keep Runnels St open. 
● Keep the North Main at I-45 southbound exit because this is one of the limited 

connectors in Downtown for the surrounding Northside and other local communities 
● Build the San Jacinto-Fulton connection to increase connectivity to Downtown, which is 

currently very limited. This would help alleviate congestion and create additional options 
● Keep the Jensen eastbound exit because of its importance in keeping the Greater East End 

and Northside communities and businesses connected. 
● Keep Providence at grade to allow for business access (ex: Saint Arnold’s Brewery). 
● If displacements are unavoidable, create and implement a comprehensive housing 

assistance program in collaboration with the City of Houston, Houston Housing 
Authority, and Harris County. Provide relocation assistance that goes above and beyond 
market value, increase transparency, make counseling services available, assist renters 
with funds to offset costs (ex: relocation assistance, renter assistance, given/first month 
rent, deposit). 

 
Safety 
According to a Harris County Engineering Department, the recent NHHIP reports have limited 
analysis that can predict the safety benefits of the project. TxDOT has stated that improving 
safety will be achieved by designing the facility to current design standards.  
 
Recommendation: There needs to be specific evaluation for opportunities to improve safety 
measures especially with regards to sidewalk and biking safety. 
 
 
Flooding  
Precinct 2 suffered from extreme flooding from Hurricane Harvey and Tropical Storm Imelda. 
According to the community, on a scale from 1 (least concerned) to 5 (most concerned), 60% 
rated flooding as a 5 with worries stated that the project would lead to more flooding in the 
future. Almost 600 respondents listed flooding as a top-three concern. Currently, the design for 
NHHIP is said to be only resilient for a 100-year flood. 
 
Recommendation: The design model should be resilient at 500-year level flood. 
 
 



Air Quality 
Precinct 2 contains multiple communities with a history of environmental injustice. Reducing air 
pollution is a critical part of environmental justice. According to the community respondents to 
the survey, on a scale from 1 (least concerned) to 5 (most concerned), almost 40% of the survey 
respondents rated air quality as a 5. Respondents were concerned that increased air pollution 
from the highway expansion project would have a negative impact on their well-being. Almost 
500 survey respondents listed “air quality” as one of their first, second, or third biggest concern. 
Widening I-45 would bring the highway closer to residential homes and schools in the 
surrounding neighborhoods, meaning local communities will suffer adverse health impacts. 
According to an Air Alliance Houston analysis on the quality of air from NHHIP, “.”Expanding 
the highway will cause a “disproportionately high and adverse human health…on minority and 
low-income populations” (EO 12898 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act). TxDOT should 
consider avoidance and minimization of these potential adverse health effects.  
 
Recommendations from local communities and stakeholders: 

● Install HEPA quality filtration in buildings especially in schools and community centers. 
● Install community air monitors so residents can be informed about the air quality in the 

community. 
 
Frontage Roads 
According to the community, on a scale from 1 (least concerned) to 5 (most concerned), almost 
55% rated bike and street safety as a 4 or 5. For future transportation planning and development, 
we should view traffic safety in a more comprehensive way aside from just looking at highway 
safety. Traffic safety should also take into consideration frontage and community roads. 
Currently, I-45 has a disproportionate amount of bike and pedestrian crashes along the frontage 
roads. 
 
Recommendations from local communities and stakeholders: 

● Evaluate viability of two-lane feeders with tress on both sides and 10-foot wide multi-use 
sidewalks. 

● Reduce lane width to less than 12ft each and two lanes. 
● Implement more pedestrian-oriented lighting. 
● Ladder style crosswalks that are highly visible. 
● Bilingual accessible pedestrian signals. 
● Fully implement high comfort bike facilities in like those mentioned in the Houston Bike 

Plan. 
● Separate bike lanes by elevating them and adding barriers. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 11:02 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin
Cc: Varuna Singh; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Sue Theiss; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project - flooding concerns

FYI – comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 10:54 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project - flooding concerns 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Corliss Gibson   
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 12:05 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Improvement Project - flooding concerns 
 
I read the draft technical reports on the proposed freeway changes with great interest.  I saw 
a lot of sections dedicated to impact on neighboring businesses and communities including 
enviromental impacts.  What I did not see, was the potential impact of having portions of a 
major hurricane evacuation route below ground.   
  
I'm a fifth generation Houstonian, so I'm all too familiar with the impact of hurricanes and 
flooding in our area.   My great-grandparents lived in central Houston during the 1900 storm 
that devastated Galveston.  My grandparent's south Houston neighborhood was without 
power for three weeks after Tropical Storm Claudette (1979).  My northwest Houston 
neighborhood was blanketed with fallen trees and downed power lines during Hurricane Alicia 
(1983).   
  
I had friends who were stuck in twelve hour traffic jams on I-45 N due to mandatory 
evacuations called before Hurricane Ike (2008).   I know others who negatively impacted by 
tropical storm Allison (2001) and the "tax day" floods (2016).  
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During Hurricane Harvey (2017), more than one of my relatives’ homes in Houston 
flooded.   Just south of Houston, Harvey flooding also decimated my current hometown of 
Friendswood. 
  
So I was very concerned to see the mock up for portions of I-45 N to be put below ground 
near George R. Brown convention center and Minute Maid Park.  Why risk putting a major 
hurricane evacuation route below ground in a flood prone area?  I saw no mention in the 
report of how to mitigate flooding.  From the local news I have heard of mysterious pumps to 
alleviate flooding concerns.  But as an engineer I know that equipment can fail.  During 
previous Houston flood events basement pumps failed due to flooding and / or lack of 
power.  And the failure of pumps on a major hurricane evacuation route in an area with a 
history of flooding could be catastrophic.  So why risk it?   
  
Until I see more technical details that alleviate my flooding concerns, I have no choice but to 
oppose any freeway changes, and to urge all the Houstonians I know to do the same.  Thank 
you for your time and consideration. 
  
Best Regards, 
Corilss Gibson 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 10:35 AM
To: Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Matthews, 

Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Comment on NHHIP Design for Segments 1 & 2

For the record.  
 
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:15 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comment on NHHIP Design for Segments 1 & 2 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Victor Giron   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 11:53 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comment on NHHIP Design for Segments 1 & 2 
 
Here are some diagrams with comments on the current proposed design for segments 1 & 2 of the project. Please 
review the information that are in these diagrams and make the necessary adjustments on the current proposed design. 

 
I-45 NHHIP Diagram 1.pdf 
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I-45 NHHIP Diagram 2.pdf 

 

 
I-610 Northwest and NHHIP Diagram.pdf 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:48 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: I45 Reroute

FYI - comment 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:27 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I45 Reroute 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Steven Gopon   
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 8:44 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I45 Reroute 
 
Please don't, your studies rely on numbers but fail to take into account real life and common sense. This is 7 billion 
dollars that will be wasted to little to no benefit, and any small benefit realized years from now will not come close to 
the huge problems, inconveniences and real lives that will be ruined during the years the project will take to complete. 
 
DO NOT WASTE OUR TAX DOLLARS!  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 10:36 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: 45 Expansion Comments

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2020 1:57 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: 45 Expansion Comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Granado, Kelly (McClurkin)   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 9:41 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: 45 Expansion Comments 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I’ve read the draft plan.  As a native Houstonian, please STOP with expanding the freeways.  Our freeways are always 
under construction because we have to expand them almost as soon as they are done.  Houston is doing nothing but 
expanding out to the suburbs so we will always have an increase in drivers going to town.  Stop expanding and put in a 
mass transit system that replaces the Metro Park and Ride.  Put light rail in the HOV lanes (and possibly take some inside 
shoulders to accommodate trains running both ways) so people can get downtown and then expand that to other 
routes.  Have mass transit centers for connections.  Build garages at the park and rides where people will be catching the 
train.  This antiquated thinking of “let’s just add more lanes” has got to go.  This project is an outrageous waste of 
money.  If you want less traffic/cars on the road, invest in mass transit. 
 
Regards, 
 
Kelly Granado 
Transfer Pricing - Director 
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D +1 832 476 3709 
M +1 713 319 4993 
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700 Milam St., Suite 300 
Houston, TX 77002 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
This communication may come from Grant Thornton LLP or one of its subsidiaries. Grant Thornton LLP is the U.S. member firm of Grant Thornton International Ltd. Grant 
Thornton International Ltd and its member firms are not a worldwide partnership, as each member firm is a separate and distinct legal entity. In the U.S., visit Grant Thornton 
LLP at GT.com. Please understand that, unless expressly stated otherwise, any written advice given by Grant Thornton LLP that is contained in, forwarded with, or attached to 
this e-mail is: (1) limited to the matters and potential tax consequences specifically addressed herein, and; (2) not intended or written by Grant Thornton LLP as advice on the 
application or potential application of any penalties that may be imposed under any federal, state, or foreign statute or regulation in any manner. This e-mail is intended solely 
for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing or other use of this e-
mail by persons or entities other than the addressee is prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete the material from 
any computer.  
 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 11:51 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Comments on NHHIP Cumulative Impacts Assessment and Technical Report
Attachments: Skelly Make I45 Better.jpg

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:18 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on NHHIP Cumulative Impacts Assessment and Technical Report 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Zoabe Hafeez   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:58 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments on NHHIP Cumulative Impacts Assessment and Technical Report 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I'm a native Houstonian and a practicing pediatrician in the Texas Medical Center.  As a result, I've seen first 
hand the public health crisis that our increasing car dependence has exacted on the most vulnerable people in 
our community here within the central city.   
 
The grisly effects automobile crashes have on our children shake our hospital frequently.  If the automobiles 
that are allowed to flow into our city at a high speed increase, the amount of children that will be injured or 
killed will increase as well.  This project will increase that metric and we will have to pay that price. 
 
I see asthmatic child one after another in the hospital.  The association between highway proximity and asthma 
is well known and will be worsened by increasing the automobile capacity that will travel through our residential 
neighborhoods.  Additionally, the increased risk of intrauterine growth restriction and preterm births when 
exposed to highway pollution is also becoming more well known.   
 
I've also had the misfortune of seeing the aftermath of unsuccessful suicide attempts from our suburban 
patients.  The rising tide of loneliness that affects suburban children is deeply associated with building 
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communities around the automobile.  These children are forced to experience the world in their bedroom or in 
the backseat of their parent's car. This will be the epidemic our generation will have to deal with and these are 
the exact communities that will begin to grow in places like Montgomery County distal to the highway 
expansion.   
 
Finally, by continuing to destroy the fabric of central neighborhoods to ease the commute of distal suburbs, we 
are decreasing the potential physical activity of both suburban and urban children.  We're subsidizing the car 
dependent lifestyle of suburban children, which leads to significantly less physical activity and fewer social 
interactions throughout their youth. Urban children, on the other hand, will be forced to spend less time 
outdoors due to the increased amount of automobiles and pollution with which they will have to contend.   
 
Traffic flow is no longer an adequate singular metric by which to judge our projects.  We must also realize the 
effect these projects will have on urban infrastructure and public health.  As far as I can tell, this project will 
increase the amount of pediatric suffering, not lessen it.  
 
This project subsidizes unhealthy, car dependent communities in the suburbs and degrades walkable urban 
communities.  This flies in the face of what is known about best practices in urban health and community 
design. 
 
As it stands, I believe this project is very far from meeting our community's public health needs and is not 
something I will support.  I stand with the 'Make I-45 Better Coalitions' alternative proposal as a new starting 
point that will attempt to restitch long separated central neighborhoods, lessen automobile travel through the 
urban center, and prioritize high capacity travel as well as pedestrians and bicycles instead of the single 
occupancy automobile.  I've attached their draft for your review. Short of that, I stand behind the Mayor's 
comment that the current proposal doesn't meet the city's needs and look forward to working with the 
community to address those needs. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Zoabe Hafeez, M.D. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:47 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin
Subject: FW: The moving of I-45

FYI - comment 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:25 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: The moving of I-45 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Valerie Hawkins [   
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 5:25 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: The moving of I-45 
 
After reading all 545 pages of the Community Impacts Assessment and all 96 pages of the Cumulative Impacts Technical 
Report, this is without a doubt, one of the most idiotic ideas I have ever seen. 
The displacement of people alone should have been enough to give pause to this harebrained idea. Factor in the 100-
year flood plain issues, and it makes me wonder what vacuous and inept people are pushing this ludicrous idea through. 

It's like you enjoy watching Houston flood. 
 
 
--  
Valerie Hawkins 
281-455-1222 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Matthews, Patty
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2020 9:55 AM
To: Conrad, Ben
Subject: FW: Recommending a new study of two commuter rail lines
Attachments: Commuter Rail Plan.png; Hardy Toll Realignment.png

 
 
 

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 10:41 AM 
To: 'dwiller@HNTB.com' <dwiller@HNTB.com>; Amanda Austin <Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov>; Joel Salinas 
(jsalinas@HNTB.com) <jsalinas@HNTB.com>; Matthews, Patty <Patty.Matthews@aecom.com>; Christine Bergren 
<Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov> 
Cc: Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>; Nicolle Kord <Nicolle.Kord@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Recommending a new study of two commuter rail lines 
 
See comment below. Again this one does not specifically reference the Community Impact Tech Report, so I 
don’t know if it is in response to the CIA posting. 
 
Regardless, I have forwarded for your consideration & response. 
 
Christine – what are we doing with these comments coming in during the CIA comment period but that don’t 
appear to reference the CIA tech report? Including them in the comment/response matrix for the CIA? 
 
Thanks, 
Terri   
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 10:33 AM 
To: Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Recommending a new study of two commuter rail lines 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Deaglan Hendershot   
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 11:51 PM 
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To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Recommending a new study of two commuter rail lines 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

In response to the I-45 improvement project, I am recommending an alternative of a commuter rail study that would be 
of two lines on the north side of Houston. One would be a parallel triple track line to the UPRR line along the Hardy Toll 
Rd and the second would be an improved BNSF line that follows SH 249. I specifically chose the parallel option for the 
UP line to avoid conflicts with a busy freight corridor, and for the BNSF line, I chose improving it to a triple track line 
because it typically hosts up to 20 freights per day. 
 
The Triple track METRO was selected as my alternative since it will give a better chance of approval and it will host 
needed service going up to IAH on this line. The UP track was avoided by building dedicated track as the alternative since 
UP will not want commuter trains on their track because it is too busy. Another reason for the dedicated triple track was 
for potential 15 minute frequency service on this line which is rare for a commuter rail line. This could be enhanced by 
even electrifying the line with 25kVAC which is what Caltrain is doing right now, which is even allowable because it is not 
on UP owned track. That will allow for Stadler KISS sets to run on this line from Downtown Burnett TC to Old Town 
Spring. In addition, I am recommending to eliminate all of the at grade crossings that cross the UP right now with either 
an overpass or underpass or simple closure as part of the project. This will eliminate the conflicts that can lead to 
collisions as these intersections are dangerous and loud train horns have to sound. 
 
The triple track BNSF will be able to host about 80 commuter train slots and 40 freight slots giving the needed service to 
Tomball about every 30 minutes plus 5 inbound express and 5 outbound express slots, set for time of day. One example 
to think of is the MetraBNSF line which has 100 commuter, 60 freight and 8 Amtrak trains per weekday. I went with the 
triple track because there is space on the BNSF ROW and it helps with capacity significantly over the existing single track. 
In addition, there will be 40/50MPH crossovers every 4 miles on that line.  
 
I also came up with a plan to improve the operating efficiency of Belt Junction and eliminate the diamond conflicts, with 
the addition of the commuter rail line. It also eliminates  An attachment shows the details. 
 
Here are the stations I proposed: 
Hardy Line: Aldine, IAH West, and Old Town Spring. Further extension of this line can go into Monygomery County with a 
Station at the Woodlands. 
Tomball: Independence Heights, Inwood/Acres, Fallbrook Dr, FM 1960, Louetta Rd, and FM 2920/Tomball 
 
I recommend to go into further discussions with this study with METRO, HCTRA, UP and BNSF. I might propose a 
separate email for Burnett TC as a replacement for the exisiting Amtrak station. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:59 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: I-45 Expansion project

For the record. 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:38 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 Expansion project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Clair Hopper   
Sent: Monday, January 20, 2020 1:39 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 Expansion project 
 
Dear TxDOT,  
 
I am writing to submit my comments regarding the proposed I-45 expansion project (NHHIP). As a citizen of Houston, I 
am extremely concerned about the project's negative impacts on communities, the environment, and quality of life. We 
have already seen with the Katy Highway expansion that more lanes does not equal eased traffic congestion--in fact, 
more lanes have demonstrably worsened congestion. Not only will there be more traffic, but more dangerous emissions 
and heavy traffic will hurt vulnerable communities in the planned project area. By your own estimates, the project will 
put large numbers of children, elderly, and otherwise vulnerable Houstonians at risk for respiratory and other 
health problems.  
 
This is unacceptable. As a public agency it is your responsibility to protect Texans, not put them in harm's way. You claim 
that the increased mobility will mitigate health concerns, but history shows that connectivity does not improve with 
highway expansions. And the negative environmental and community impacts should be at the front of your concerns.  
 
Thank you for hearing my comments, and I hope to see that the design improves with more commentary.  
 
All best,  
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Clair Hopper 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:50 AM
To: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Matthews, Patty; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Amanda 

Austin
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP Comments

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:27 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP Comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Clair Hopper   
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 6:14 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP Comments 
 
Dear TxDOT,  
 
I am writing to submit additional comments on your design schematics for the NHHIP. I have submitted comments in the 
past, but have learned new information since attending a City of Houston public meeting on 1/30/2020.  
 
Parts of your design include shared bike lanes on frontage roads, with no barrier between cars and bikes. Speaking as a 
cyclist who relies on safe roads to get to work, buy food, and carry out my everyday life, a shared lane on a frontage 
road is untenably dangerous. Asking a cyclist to "share the road" with cars moving at speed to enter or exit the highway 
would be placing them in excessive danger of collision. 
 
It is important that the NHHIP includes bike infrastructure, to allow Houstonians without cars to share the proposed 
benefits of the project. However, a shared lane in that context would be so dangerous as to discourage cyclists from 
using it at all. A protected and separated bike lane design, such as those proposed by the City of Houston in January 
2020 meetings, is much safer. A strip of paint or a logo of a bike will not keep motorists from colliding with a cyclist, but 
a physical barrier will. 
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I would also like to reiterate that increasing the capacity of the highway for personal vehicles will likely not reduce 
congestion. I-10 has proven to us the effects of induced demand. As our city grows and concerns about flooding and air 
quality increase, we need to devote our city's land to multimodal transit, which is a far more efficient use of space and 
the most sustainable, resilient way that we can move through the city. 
 
Thank you,  
Clair Hopper                        
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 11:04 AM
To: Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Matthews, Patty
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project

Amanda, Darrin or Joel - Can one of you please handle this request below? There are no details provided, so 
you will probably need to reach out to get an address.  
 
Thanks, 
Terri   
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 10:55 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Glecerio Jumawan   
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 8:30 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Hi there,  
 
Currently, we have an active listing along the I-45 FWY. We would just like to know how wide will the additional lanes be 
from the N Fwy service road. 
 
Than you 
 
--   
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Kind regards, 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:56 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: I 45

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:38 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I 45 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Kertz B   
Sent: Monday, January 20, 2020 1:37 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I 45 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Moving I 45 is a stupid idea that will cause pollution, negatively impact residents, destroy neighbirhoods, and cause 
traffic nightmares. Go back to the drawing board. This "idea" sucks.   Barbara Kertz 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:22 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); 

'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: I-45 expansion comments

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:19 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 expansion comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Edsel Kiboma   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:51 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 expansion comments 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Hello TxDOT, 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Cumulative Impacts Technical Report and the Community Impact 
Assessment for the proposed I-45 expansion project. I am writing to express my strong opposition to the project and 
explain my concerns. 
 
 
I am a young Houstonian and have lived in Houston for almost six years-- the majority of my adult life. Houston is the 
first place away from my childhood home that I have put down roots, and I feel extremely attached to this city and 
hopeful for its future. I want others to experience the wonderful city that I am proud to call home, and I want them to 
experience many opportunities here just as I have. I do not want Houston families who have been here for generations, 
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often in the same areas that have been negatively impacted by highway projects for decades, to be displaced in favor of 
alleged improvements for suburban commuters. 
 
 
The proposed alternative improves very little upon TxDOT’s original plans. The project is simply out of line not only the 
Houston Climate Action Plan and Mayor Turner’s stated goals, but also with what my generation wants in a city. Being 
involved in recruitment for my PhD program over the past five years has given me first-hand experience of seeing what 
young adults are interested in. Despite the strong draw of Rice’s academics, not wanting to be reliant upon a car is a 
reason we hear every year from potential talented students that decide to accept offers in other, less car-dependent 
cities. Car dependency is also a key reason many who do come to Rice move elsewhere after they graduate. Most 
talented students have both opportunities in Houston and elsewhere to start the next step of their career; making a 
choice to invest in highways is guaranteed to make Houston less attractive in the eyes of these individuals. 
 
 
Multiple research studies on young adults ages 18-35 back this up.  A recent study concluded that young adults favor 
living in central urban neighborhoods significantly more than previous generations did at the same stages in life. What 
matters most for those aged 25-34 and 35-44 is access to transit. A study by Arity reported that more than half of adults 
between the ages of 22 and 37 say a car is not worth the money spent on maintenance and that they would rather be 
doing something other than driving. Preferences of my peers will drive our society for two generations. Where this 
generation chooses to live will have a lasting impact on which places grow, which places stagnate, and which decline. 
There is great untapped demand for alternatives to driving. In order to lock in and maintain the younger generation, 
Houston needs to invest in transit, NOT roads. Car dependency and highways are dangerous, outdated and will be solidly 
a notion of the past by the time the massive project is completed. While other cities are taking down highways, Houston 
should not be the one building more. Houston is known to be innovative, but this is not innovative; instead it is simply 
outdated, and it is not going to bring prosperity to the city. 
 
 
TxDOT, and Houston as a whole, will not be looked on favorably in a national light if the proposed I-45 expansion project 
moves forward. It has already received the following, often nationwide, negative press and criticism: 
 
The Texas Tribune reported: “Texas' $7 billion plan to remake Houston highways once again targets homes, businesses 
in communities of color” 
Curbed published: “Houston’s $7 billion solution to gridlock is more highways” 
Streetsblog called it an “Environmental Justice Disaster” and “A Texas-Sized Mess of a Highway Plan” 
The Public Interest Research Group, a nationwide nonprofit, declared the project one of its annual “highway 
boondoggles” 
 
I would also like to touch on the following points specifically from the recently available documents. These are informed 
by the analysis of Air Alliance Houston and others in my social network. 
 
Air quality assessments. The claim that air quality will not be affected is based on flawed assumptions which are not 
sufficient for one of the largest highway projects in the history of our city. TxDOT continues to argue that air quality will 
not be affected, relying on previous arguments that regional air quality will improve as a direct result of 1) congestion 
relief, and 2) that improved fuel economy standards will cancel out an increase in the number of cars on the road 
(Section 5.7 of the draft CIA Technical Report). These two assumptions are flawed for the following reasons: Decades of 
national experience with induced demand tell us congestion relief will be quite temporary. A recent Harris County report 
confirmed that congestion relief from this specific project would not be permanent, which means any anticipated 
improvements in air quality will be short-lived. Additionally, the current administration has rolled back Obama-era 
vehicle fuel economy standards, rendering these assumptions inaccurate. Furthermore, TxDOT states: “Due to the 
improvement of air quality in the Houston region, and because improved traffic speeds will likely decrease localized 
emissions in the project area, and because air quality is already analyzed and managed regionally, air quality is not 
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analyzed further in the detailed cumulative impacts analysis.” An unwillingness to analyze air quality further is 
dangerous and irresponsible in light of the very real and pressing dangers of climate change. 
Increased right-of-way: In the proposed alternative, the overall footprint of the highway increased. The expanded right-
of-way for the highway project appears to reflect additional stormwater detention basins, as well as changes in existing 
land use and occupancy (p. 52, Section 5.1 of the draft CIA Technical Report). 
Displacement: The number of potential displacements due to the project decreased only slightly in the newer proposed 
alternative. TxDOT acknowledges many impacts that “could include a reduction in the supply of affordable housing, 
changes in residential and commercial property values due to the proposed increases in access and mobility, changes in 
the local tax base due to the anticipated displacements, and impacts to employees (such as potential increased 
commuting time) who could be displaced by the proposed project.” I do not believe this is an acceptable outcome; 
significant difficulties will be imposed on communities here with an outcome that will not benefit them, or even the city 
as a whole. 
Interruptions in transit service: “Multiple bus stops located in high-minority and low-income Census areas could require 
relocation.” Page 260 in CIA: “Approximately 19 bus stops in high minority areas and 16 bus stops in low-income areas 
could require relocation.” Page 46: “Route deviation during construction and relocations of bus stops would temporarily 
affect bus circulation and travel times.” Again, significant difficulties will be imposed for years or decades. With the large 
scope of this proposed work, I am concerned about a lack of accountability to ensure that bus stops are replaced in a 
timely manner. 
Increased flooding: “The proposed project would result in encroachment within regulatory floodplains. The proposed 
project would increase impermeable surfaces and have the potential to indirectly affect sediment and pollutant loading 
in the flood hazard areas as mapped by FEMA.” 
Loss of open and green space: I am unsatisfied with the following vague statement on Page 45 in CITR: “The Preferred 
Alternative would reduce some open space along parks and the bayou greenways.” Additionally, there are many issues 
with the proposed “cap” parks, not the least of which is TxDOT continues to use images of cap parks in their 
presentations rather than anything the project actually has any funding for.  “Although not proposed for construction by 
TxDOT, the proposed project provides an additional opportunity for the development of green space over the structural 
“cap” over some areas of depressed roadways, as shown on the plans.” 
Loss of jobs and tax base: Page 44 in CITR: “Multiple negative and positive benefits would result from construction of the 
proposed project.” Approximately 344 businesses would potentially be displaced, and a worst-case employment loss 
analysis estimated that approximately 4,840 to 13,713 jobs could be affected.” “Additionally, the commercial 
displacements caused by the proposed project would decrease the local tax base. Displaced employees could see 
increased commuting times if they are not able to relocate nearby.” TxDOT: “Conversion of taxable property to roadway 
right-of-way and displacements of businesses that are sources of sales tax revenue would have a negative impact on the 
local economy. Based on October 2017 Harris County Appraisal District (HCAD) data, estimated annual property tax loss 
would be approximately $13.6 million (as documented in the CIA Technical Report). … Assuming a worse-case scenario, 
where businesses would not be able to relocate in the Houston area, the estimated sales tax loss could be between 
$139.3 and $300.3million.” All of these are negative impacts for the City of Houston that are unacceptable. 
The plan is fundamentally out of line with Houston’s Climate Action Plan as well as Mayor Turner’s goals for the city. The 
Climate Action Plan states a goal to reduce vehicle miles traveled, while the current plan would increase this number. 
Mayor Turner has just adopted Vision Zero, while highways and frontage roads are known to be deadly. 
 
The following are qualities that in my opinion are absolutely essential for this project (informed by Michael Skelly and 
the Make I-45 Better Coalition): 
 
Supports transit, density, and personal mobility (cycling and walking infrastructure) 
Improves air quality (and safety) by *reducing* vehicle miles traveled, in line with Houston’s Climate Action Plan 
No destruction of East Downtown 
Does not increase risk of flooding 
No displacement of residents or jobs-- smarter use of existing footprint and infrastructure 
Preserve all green space and revitalize new green space 
Does not route vehicle traffic in and out of Downtown; instead, routes it away from the urban core 
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In conclusion, I am strongly opposed to the many remaining negative impacts of TxDOT’s plans included in the proposed 
alternative. TxDOT should use existing funds to build mass transit instead of expanding urban freeways, so that 
Houstonians will be able to travel more miles with greater safety. Furthermore, TxDOT should take all steps necessary to 
keep families in their homes and protect our air and green space, and ensure that Houston remains a desirable place to 
live for decades to come. Thank you for your time and consideration of my comments. 
 
Regards, 
 
Edsel  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 9:19 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Denetia Robinson; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP EIS Comment

Comment for the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2020 2:34 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP EIS Comment 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Nick Killian   
Sent: Tuesday, February 4, 2020 8:34 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP EIS Comment 
 
Hi, 
 
I think that the NHHIP should not take any substantial new right of way and should do more to reconnect the 
communities that building I-45 destroyed so many years ago. It should also have stronger measures to reduce air 
pollution and increase safety without substantially increasing the vehicle miles traveled in the region. 
 
Nick Killian 
515 Avondale St. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:47 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Project

FYI – comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:24 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Harry Lee   
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 4:45 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Project 
 
Let's be clear about what is driving this project. Developers and people who bought in 
Midtown don't like being "separated" from the core of Downtown by the Pierce Elevated. 
There is no legitimate or logical reason that this project should go forth. The thought of 
combining the traffic volume of I-45 and I-69 into a single artery is preposterous.  
 
This is the biggest highway boondoggle since the Boston tunnel project. If the people in 
Midtown don't like the Pierce Elevated then let them pony up the $7 Billion plus in 
private funds instead of soaking the taxpayers. If you treated those dollars like they 
were your own this project would have died years ago. 
 
Tell Sylvester Turner and the Midtown residents to either find their own money - or live 
with the choices they made when they moved to Midtown. 
 
H. D. Lee 
Houston, Texas 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 11:48 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:16 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Janette Lindner   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:24 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

https://mcusercontent.com/854943398f983daacfe083c2d/files/4dd6e118-d406-4086-84ae-
c3fa65ea7c68/A_Better_Vision_for_I_45_for_Houston.pdf 
 
TXDOT officials, 
 
I live in a neighborhood bordering i-45 and have been following the proposed expansion closely for 
many years.  
 
I strongly encourage you and your colleagues to consider the vision for i-45 proposed that routes 
traffic away from downtown, preserves our neighborhood, addresses flooding issues, and promotes 
green space and smarter use of infrastructure. 
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An expanded highway is not what Houston needs, and the planned budget of $6B + can be spent 
more efficiently and benefit far more Houstonians with this approach. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Janette Lindner 
4018 Oak Ridge, 77009 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 11:46 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Knowles, Roy; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:16 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Fred Lindner   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:37 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback 
 
Hi, 
 
I live in a neighborhood affected by the NHHIP. I cannot support any plan that will result in the extensive loss of homes 
and businesses that this will bring. And given its expense, it’s a poor return on investment relative to improvement in 
transit times. 
 
Instead consider this alternative. 
 
https://mcusercontent.com/854943398f983daacfe083c2d/files/4dd6e118-d406-4086-84ae-
c3fa65ea7c68/A_Better_Vision_for_I_45_for_Houston.pdf 

The money saved could be put to better use in other mobility initiatives. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Fred Lindner 
4018 Oak Ridge 
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77009 
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Lone Star Legal Aid 
Equitable Development Initiative 

 
 
 
 

February 7, 2020 
 
 
BY EMAIL TO:  HOU-PIOWEBMAIL@TXDOT.GOV  
AND REGULAR MAIL  
Texas Department of Transportation 
Houston District Office 
Director of Project Development 
P.O. 1386 
Houston, TX 77251-1386 
 
Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North Houston Highway 

Improvement Project, including the following reports, 
- Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (December 2019) 
- Draft Community Impacts Assessment (December 2019) 

 
Dear Sirs: 
 

On behalf of its respective clients identified below and their represented communities, 
Lone Star Legal Aid (LSLA) submits these comments to the Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) as part of the review process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
regarding the recently released Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (DCITR) and Draft 
Community Impacts Assessment (DCIA) for the North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
(NHHIP). We hope that TxDOT will consider and respond to these written comments on the 
NHHIP made on behalf of LSLA’s represented client, Independence Heights Redevelopment 
Council (IHRC).  

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

LSLA’s mission is to protect and advance the civil legal rights of the millions of Texans 
living in poverty by providing free advocacy, legal representation, and community education that 
ensures equal access to justice. Our service area encompasses one-third of the state of Texas, 
including 72 counties in the eastern and Gulf Coast regions of Texas. LSLA’s Environmental 
Justice Team focuses on the right to fair distribution of environmental benefits and burdens and 

PAUL FURRH, JR. 
Attorney at Law 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
ROSLYN O. JACKSON 
Directing Attorney 
 
MARTHA OROZCO 
Project Director 
Directing Attorney 

AMY DINN 
KIMBERLY BROWN MYLES 
Managing Attorneys 
 
RODRIGO CANTÚ 
COLIN COX 
ASHEA JONES 
AMANDA POWELL 
VELIMIR RASIC 
Staff Attorneys 
 
Mailing Address: 
P.O Box 398 
Houston, Texas 77001-0398 
 
713-652-0077 x8108 
800-733-8394 Toll-free 
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the right to equal protection from environmental hazards on behalf of impacted communities in 
LSLA’s service area. These comments are submitted on behalf of the environmental justice 
community of Independence Heights and its residents represented by LSLA’s organizational 
client, Independence Heights Redevelopment Council.  
 
II. INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS REDEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 

Independence Heights Redevelopment Council is a nonprofit organization whose mission 
is to strengthen the community through historic preservation and revitalization activities. IHRC 
empowers the stakeholders of the community to be the primary change agents for economic, 
social and physical improvements. IHRC provides four core programs including Historic 
Preservation, Marketing and Outreach, Leadership and Civic Engagement and Community Based 
Programs. Its activities include working in various areas of community development such as 
housing, transportation, infrastructure, safety and preparedness, health and wellness, recreation 
and arts. 

A. THE COMMUNITY OF INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS 

IHRC represents the neighborhood of Independence Heights, which is an environmental 
justice community as shown below in Figure 1 with Demographic Index results from EJ Screen,  
an environmental justice mapping and screening tool developed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to provide a nationally consistent dataset and approach for combining 
environmental and demographic indicators.  

  

Figure 1: Environmental Justice Profile based on Demographic Index  
from EJ Screen of Independence Heights. 
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The Demographic Index in EJ SCREEN is a combination of percent low-income and 
percent minority, the two demographic factors that were explicitly named in Executive Order 
12898 on Environmental Justice. For each census block group, these two numbers are simply 
averaged together. The formula is as follows: Demographic Index = (% minority + % low-
income) / 2.1 The residents of Independence Heights impacted by the NHHIP are in the 94-100% 
percentile nationally of the Demographic Index.  

Houston has been divided into 88 Super Neighborhoods where residents of neighboring 
communities are encouraged to work together to identify, plan, and set priorities to address the 
needs and concerns of their community. The City designated Independence Heights as Super 
Neighborhood 13 and publishes an online profile of each super neighborhood, which includes 
maps of the boundaries, including its public facilities.2  Figure 2 below is one of the maps 
generated by the City focused on present public assets in Super Neighborhood 13 like 
community centers, schools, parks, and libraries. 

 

Figure 2:  Public Facilities in Independence Heights, Super Neighborhood 13 

                                                 
1 Calculated from the U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 2011-2015. 
2 City of Houston Planning Department, Profile of Independence Heights, Super Neighborhood 13, 
https://www.houstontx.gov/planning/Demographics/docs_pdfs/SN/13_Independence_Heights.pdf  

https://www.houstontx.gov/planning/Demographics/docs_pdfs/SN/13_Independence_Heights.pdf
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The boundaries of the original town of Independence Heights are 30th Street3 on the 
South (present-day I-610), Yale on the west, Crosstimbers on the north, and the Little White Oak 
Bayou on the east. In its online Handbook of Texas, the Texas State Historical Association 
(TSHA) published the map reflected in Figure 3 below as revealing the modern day boundaries 
of the community of Independence Heights.4  

 

Figure 3:  Footprint of the Independence Heights Community in the TSHA’s Handbook of Texas5 

Based on the 2010 U.S. Census, 60 percent of the population within the boundaries of the 
historic Independence Heights was African American, and the population was 96% minority. 
Owner-occupied properties comprised 49% of the housing stock. Within the footprint of the 
original town, there are now three schools, one community center, and one fire station. Only two 
public parks exist in this defined geographic area. No police substations exist in the entire Super 
Neighborhood of Independence Heights situated in Council District H in the City of Houston. 
Despite being the annexed by the City of Houston in 1929, the community did not receive 
sidewalks until the 1980s, and there are still large pockets of this historic community that 
unfortunately remain sidewalk free due to the City’s historic lack of investment in this region. 

TxDOT has chosen to focus its environmental justice analysis at the super neighborhood 
level;6 however, it is equally true of Independence Heights that the majority of the adjacent 
residential areas (minority and low-income) to the NHHIP as measured at both the census block 
level (for race) and census block group level (for income) in Independence Heights are 
environmental justice communities. IHRC focuses these comments on the boundaries of the 
super neighborhood to ensure that the mitigation developed and directed toward this 
environmental justice community will benefit all residents in the super neighborhood.  

                                                 
3 30th Street no longer exists because it was taken to build the NW section of the I-610 loop in 1959. 
4 Handbook of Texas Online, Vivian Hubbard Seals, “INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS, TX. 
5 Handbook of Texas Online, Vivian Hubbard Seals, “INDEPENDENCE HEIGHTS, TX,” accessed May 23, 2019, 
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hri07. 
6 DCIA at 5-206. 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hri07
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Executive Order 12898 directs TxDOT to “make achieving environmental justice part of 
its mission by identify and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, polices, and activities on minority and 
low-income populations.”7 As acknowledged in the DCIA, Independence Heights is one of the 9 
out of 17 super neighborhoods along the I-45 corridor which have a higher minority percentage 
than the City of Houston overall.8 Moreover, Independence Heights is also one of the 9 out of 17 
super neighborhoods along the corridor that has a lower than average median household income 
than the City as a whole.9 As TxDOT acknowledges it its reports, “the effects of the NHHIP will 
be predominately borne by minority and low income neighborhoods” like Independence 
Heights10 because “major portions of the Preferred Alternative transverse predominately 
Environmental Justice communities of concern”,11 the mitigation that TxDOT plans to provide to 
the Independence Heights community is critical to reduce and offset these adverse effects of its 
current project, the NHHIP, as well as make up for past injustices caused by inequitable 
expansion of the freeways through this environmental justice community in the past.  

IHRC appreciates TxDOT’s acknowledgement that Independence Heights has a history 
that goes back over 100 years and the community’s desire for historic and cultural preservation 
which have come out its community planning studies,12 like the H-GAC Independence Heights - 
Northline Livable Centers Study13 (Livable Centers Study). TxDOT’s latest technical reports 
have also identified many of the major threats facing Independence Heights from the NHHIP, 
such as residential displacement and related the loss of community cohesion,14 impacts from 
flooding and floodplain buyout programs,15 previous transportation projects,16 and housing 
affordability associated with gentrification.17 Out of all of the super neighborhoods impacted by 
the NHHIP, Independence Heights has the greatest increase in median home values between 
2000 and 2015 at 227%.18 IHRC agrees that “gentrification is rapidly changing the appearance 
and fabric of neighborhoods” like Independence Heights that are impacted by the NHHIP as 
indicated by its rising home values. Given these severe adverse impacts, making sure this 
community has the resources to meet all of these challenges must be one of the major goals of 
the NHHIP. 

IHRC submits these additional comments to guide TxDOT in providing mitigation of the 
NHHIP which is meaningful to the historic community of Independence Heights. Both 
fortunately and unfortunately, during the public engagement process around the NHHIP, many 
Houstonians and advocacy groups became aware of the important role Independence Heights 
plays in the history of Texas and its struggles since its annexation by the City of Houston in 
                                                 
7 DCIA at 5-212 to 5-213 (quoting Executive Order 12898). 
8 DCIA at 5-204, Table 5-15, and 5-213. 
9 DCIA at 5-204, Table 5-15, and 5-213. 
10 DCIA at 5-204, Table 5-15, and 5-213. 
11 DCITR at 16. 
12 DCIA at 5-207. 
13 H-GAC Independence Heights – Northline Livable Centers Study, May 2012, http://www.h-gac.com/livable-
centers/planning-studies/independence-heights-northline.aspx  
14 DCIA at 5-207. 
15 DCIA at 5-207. 
16 DCIA at 5-207. 
17 DCIA at 5-207. 
18 DCIA at 5-208. 

http://www.h-gac.com/livable-centers/planning-studies/independence-heights-northline.aspx
http://www.h-gac.com/livable-centers/planning-studies/independence-heights-northline.aspx
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1929. Some have attempted to co-op this narrative for their own purposes or agenda when 
advocating either for or against the NHHIP or in favor of various proposed mitigation for the 
project.  

While the neighborhood appreciates the recognition of both its achievements and its 
struggles, Independence Heights should be in control of directing its future and telling its story. 
This super neighborhood is already beset with challenges because of the historic lack of 
investment in this community, and only the community itself is in the best position to advocate 
for how the NHHIP can provide an opportunity to overcome both its past and present obstacles. 
Through these comments, IHRC hopes to share those important objectives with TxDOT so the 
agency has clear direction on how to proceed in mitigating the documented and acknowledged 
adverse impacts of this project. 

B. IHRC’S PRIOR WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE NHHIP 

In addition to these written comments, IHRC has previously submitted written comments 
to TxDOT on the Draft Environment Impact Statement (DEIS) for the NHHIP and its 
supplemental technical reports as follows (hereinafter, Prior Written Comments): 

 
1. On or about July 17, 2017, IHRC submitted written comments that included 

specific descriptions about the history of the Independence Heights community 
and its importance to African American history in Texas.  

2. On March 27, 2018, IHRC along with LSLA, Avenue Community Development 
Council, Air Alliance Houston, Northside Management District and LINK made a 
presentation to TxDOT on the “Environmental Justice Impacts of the NHHIP,” 
which included information concerning the historic church in Independence 
Heights, Greater Mount Olive Missionary Baptist Church, which is threatened by 
the NHHIP.  

3. On May 25, 2019, IHRC submitted written comments on the draft Historical 
Resources Survey Report (HRSR), which profiled the history of Independence 
Heights and its inclusion as a historical district on the National Register of 
Historic Places, deserving of protection and mitigation from the NHHIP. These 
comments concerned not only the historical nature of the community, but also the 
historical role that the construction of the North Houston Highway and Loop 610 
have played in displacing large portions of the neighborhood and also increasing 
the flooding risk due to the undersized culvert at Loop 610. Hereinafter, IHRC 
references these comments as its May 2019 Comments.  

4. On November 4, 2019, IHRC submitted additional comments on nontraditional 
multi-family housing present in Independence Heights that may be potentially 
impacted by the NHHIP, resulting in additional displacement of residents that 
may not be included in TxDOT’s current housing displacement figures for 
Segments 1 and 2, estimating impacts in Independence Heights.   
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IHRC’s current comments supplement IHRC’s Written Comments given that TxDOT has 
extended the public comment period related to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
NHHIP first published in April 2017.  

 
In preparing these comments, IHRC wants to thank TxDOT for being willing to update 

the HRSR to include a discussion of Independence Heights and its history. Specifically, 
Appendix F of the HRSR Technical Report (September 2019) now includes a survey of the 
properties in Independence Heights impacted by the NHHIP.  While, IHRC does not entirely 
agree with all of the conclusions reached in analyzing the historic nature of these impacted 
properties, it does commend TxDOT for its acknowledgement of and efforts to document 
Independence Heights’ registration as a National Historic District on the National Register of 
Historic Places and the significance that the town of Independence Heights holds in Texas 
history as the first black town incorporated in Texas. The recognition of this community’s 
history by TxDOT reinforces the narrative of this African American community which is at risk 
of erasure from continuing threats of gentrification and other economic pressures discussed in 
the May 2019 Comments.  

 
Further, IHRC wants to acknowledge TxDOT’s commitment to IHRC to conduct a 

hydrological study of the impacts of NHHIP and consider the removal of the undersized culvert 
at I-610 in redesigning I-45/I-610 as part of the NHHIP. In addition to the historic background of 
the community overlooked in the DEIS, IHRC’s May 2019 Comments concerned the historic 
flooding in Independence Heights being primarily caused by the culvert at I-610 installed in the 
1960s as part of the freeway expansion. The undersized culvert places a severe constraint on the 
water conveyance upstream of the culvert which has resulted in severe flooding in Independence 
Heights along Little White Oak Bayou upstream of the culvert. As presented in the May 2019 
Comments, the NHHIP provides a perfect opportunity to correct this historical infrastructure 
design that has inequitably and negatively impacted Independence Heights for so many years. 

 
IHRC wants to also acknowledge TxDOT’s efforts since IHRC’s May 2019 Comments to 

engage the Independence Heights community and discuss these important issues, including its 
meetings with IHRC as well as holding community education meetings on the NHHIP in 
Independence Heights.19 Although community engagement is challenging for entities not from a 
community even on a project with as much public interest as the NHHIP, IHRC wants to 
reassure TxDOT that IHRC is connected to its community and understands the super 
neighborhood’s priorities with respect to the mitigation expected from this project.  

 
IHRC has been doing that work in the community long before TxDOT even started its 

scoping process on the NHHIP as evidenced by the Livable Centers Study referenced in IHRC’s 
May 2019 Comments published in 2012. These long-term objectives of the community discussed 
in the Livable Centers Study have not changed and reflect of the will and priorities of the people 
who actually live in Independence Heights and understand the importance of preserving the 
history of the community.  

 

                                                 
19 See DCIA at 5-205 (referencing TxDOT’s community engagement in Independence Heights). 
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Instead of circling the wagons to create support for a linear bayou park and buying out 
homes in the Independence Heights neighborhood to further displace residents, the City of 
Houston and the Houston Parks Board should advocate for, like IHRC is, on having TxDOT 
correct the original problems with the infrastructure related to its freeway system, which is the 
undersized culvert at Loop 610. Unfortunately, those with political power seem intent to 
continue to use the narrative of the inequities that have befallen Independence Heights as a 
means to accomplish their own objectives in the neighborhood without even involving the 
community in their plans or designs. TxDOT should not yield to these efforts, but remain true to 
the community that it is required to help through the mitigation of adverse impacts of the 
NHHIP. The Independence Heights community, represented ably by IHRC, has told TxDOT in 
its Prior Written Comments what mitigation it wants for the community as a result of the 
NHHIP. IHRC strenuously objects that a Little White Oak Bayou Greenway Park through the 
community or any of the designs generated by the City’s recently published Living with Water 
Report20 are part of the community’s vision.  

 
IHRC remains focused on removing infrastructure that caused the flooding in the first 

place, the undersized culvert at I-610, which is TxDOT’s responsibility and onus to mitigate for 
the community. If TxDOT’s hydrological studies of the NHHIP will show that the culvert’s 
removal and redesign as a bridge could dramatically modify the flood plain in Independence 
Heights, that step needs to be taken before the City concedes that the community should just be 
forced to “Live with Water” and its existing flood plain generated largely because of a prior 
highway project.  

 
III. PROCEDURAL OBJECTIONS TO TXDOT’S PROCESS UNDER NEPA IN 

ISSUING THE DRAFT TECHNICAL REPORTS  
 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations state that it is the policy of the 
Administration that “all environmental investigation, reviews, and consultations be coordinated as a 
single process, and compliance with all applicable environmental requirements be reflected in the 
environmental review document required by [its] regulation.”21 23 CFR § 771.105; see also 40 CFR 
§ 1502.9 (Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulation stating that environmental impact 
statements “shall” be prepared in two stages—draft EISs and final EISs—but may be supplemented 
in the form of revised drafts). These regulations also clarify what is required in a draft EIS. In 
addition to evaluating all reasonable alternatives, the draft EIS “shall also summarize the studies, 
reviews, consultations, and coordination required by environmental laws or Executive Orders” to the 
extent that it is appropriate. 23 CFR § 771.123(c).  

 
CEQ regulations and guidance contemplate the use of appendices to contain lengthier 

technical discussions of modeling methodology, baseline studies, or other work demonstrating 
compliance with environmental requirements. See, e.g., 40 CFR § 1502.10 (CEQ regulation requiring 
a standard format for environmental impact statements, including appendices, unless the agency 
determines there is a compelling reason to do otherwise); FHWA’s Technical Advisory on NEPA 
                                                 
20 Living with Water Houston Report, January 2020, https://www.houstontx.gov/mayor/Living-With-Water-Final-
Report.pdf  
21 TxDOT has assumed the Secretary of Transportation’s responsibilities for compliance with NEPA with respect to 
highway projects requiring an EIS. See Memorandum of Understanding between the FHWA and TxDOT (Dec. 16, 
2014).  

https://www.houstontx.gov/mayor/Living-With-Water-Final-Report.pdf
https://www.houstontx.gov/mayor/Living-With-Water-Final-Report.pdf
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Documents (T6640.8A) (recommending the use of this format). However, if an agency does prepare 
an appendix, then it “shall” consist of material “prepared in connection with an environmental impact 
statement” and be “circulated with the environmental impact statement or be readily available on 
request.” 40 CFR § 1502.18; see also 40 CFR § 1502.25 (requiring that, to the fullest extent possible, 
agencies “shall” prepare DEISs “concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact 
analyses and related surveys and studies required by . . . environmental review laws and executive 
orders”).  

 
These regulations contemplate and require a clear structure for environmental impact 

statements created in accordance with NEPA. The statute and its implementing regulations require a 
single environmental review document. The body of the draft EIS must include a statement of all 
information on environmental impacts and alternatives that the decision maker and public need, as 
well as an explanation or summary of methodologies of research and modeling, and the results of any 
research conducted to analyze impacts and alternatives. Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty 
Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” 
Question 25, (March 1981). However, the draft EIS can include lengthy technical discussions of 
methodology, baseline studies, or other material in 4 reports in the appendix. See id. But a plain 
language summary of these reports, their analysis, and their conclusions “should go in the text of the 
EIS.” Id. In other words, the body of a draft EIS and any accompanying technical reports should be 
produced concurrently and should be made public for review and comment during the formal 
comment period for the draft EIS, any supplemental draft EISs, and the final EIS. This process helps 
ensure that the public has access to all of the information required under NEPA and the studies 
required by environmental review laws and that supporting technical information is made public at 
the same time for formal review and comment.  

 
TxDOT’s piecemeal approach on the EIS undertaken for the NHHIP does not adhere to these 

regulations. The DEIS for this project contained several technical reports in its appendix, but many of 
these reports deferred substantive analysis until the creation of subsequent reports or even the FEIS. 
TxDOT has substantially updated and prepared additional technical reports, purportedly for the FEIS, 
but is not concurrently supplementing the DEIS with an explanation or summary of this new 
information. The reports are being made public, but there has been no formal notice provided under 
NEPA in the Federal Register.  

 
Forcing communities and local advocates to continually ramp up and respond to TxDOT’s 

arbitrary schedule without formal notice is unduly burdensome and an unfair process to encourage 
public participation. Many of IHRC’s present comments on the DCIA and DCITR (published more 
than two years after the DEIS) overlap with its Prior Written Comments. Given the challenges faced 
by the community, the impacts from the NHHIP to Independence Heights are cumulative in nature 
and largely interrelated. Similarly, some reports issued earlier referenced the DCIA and DCITR that 
had yet to be published for review, delaying IHRC’s ability to even submit comments on the earlier 
reports because of the incomplete disclosures of mitigation planned for the environmental justice 
communities like Independence Heights. Only justifying why NEPA and the related regulations 
contemplate these reports all being submitted contemporaneous with the DEIS.  

 
TxDOT appears to be inventing its own procedure and process for the NHHIP. The technical 

reports have notations such as “prepared for the FEIS” and references other sections of the (not-yet-
completed) FEIS, making clear that these reports will be appended to the FEIS. This process is not 
sufficient under the law. If this NEPA documentation were prepared by FHWA under its own 
process, then the agency would either prepare these reports in conjunction with the DEIS and take 
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formal comments or would issue a supplemental DEIS that included these reports and take formal 
public comments. TxDOT’s actions do not comply with NEPA’s requirements, FHWA regulations, 
or CEQ regulations that the agency agreed to implement pursuant to the memorandum of 
understanding delegating authority to TxDOT.  

 
The information and analysis required by environmental review laws should be included in 

an original or a supplemental NEPA document. An agency cannot piecemeal technical information 
that was omitted from, or incomplete in, the DEIS as the agency prepares the FEIS. NEPA 
documents produced for other major transportation projects confirm this process. See, e.g., The 
Alaskan Way Viaduct and Sewall Replacement Project (Washington State DOT) (issuing two 
supplemental DEISs after considering analysis in the DEIS, public comments, agency comments, and 
updates and refinements to proposed alternatives before the publication of an FEIS).  

 
NEPA’s mandate must be interpreted and applied “to the fullest extent possible.” 42 U.S.C. § 

4332. TxDOT should comply with this mandate and follow the process required under FHWA and 
CEQ regulations. 

 
IV. IHRC’S COMMENTS ON THE DECEMBER 2019 DRAFT TECHNICAL 

REPORTS  

Both Segments 1 and 2 of the NHHIP impact the Super Neighborhood of Independence 
Heights,22 which is predominately a majority-minority and low-income community as detailed 
above. TxDOT’s DCIA recognizes that mitigation must be done to offset the acknowledged 
disproportionally high and adverse impacts to this Community.23 These social and economic 
effects should be offset through mitigation already proposed by IHRC in its May 2019 
Comments. These supplemental comments take the opportunity to clarify the requested 
mitigation for Independence Heights in response to these environmental justice impacts, in 
addition to other specific impacts addressed specifically in separate subsections below.  

A. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

Hopefully, in a direct response to IHRC’s Prior Written Comments, TxDOT’s DCIA 
specifically references the community’s interests in cultural and historical preservation 
mitigation.24 IHRC hereby confirms its interest in preserving and celebrating its unique place in 
Texas history by suggesting the following mitigation projects for the NHHIP focused on 
recognizing Independence Heights’ history and culture and maintaining the community’s identity 
into the new decade.   

To strengthen the identity of the community of Independence Heights, IHRC requests 
TxDOT install (6) community gateways to designate the entrance to the neighborhood at the 
following locations:  (i) Crosstimbers St. & I-45 North, (ii) Airline Dr. & I-45 North, (iii) 
Tidwell St. & I-45 North, (iv) Airline Dr. & Loop I-610 North frontage road, (v) Yale St. & 
Loop I-610 North frontage road, and (vi) Main St. and Loop I-610 North frontage road. The 
design of the gateway should be comparable to the illustrations shown in the Livable Centers 
                                                 
22 DCIA at 5-19. 
23 DCIA at 5-200 to 5-201. 
24 DCIA at 5-207. 
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Study with identity branding that designates Independence Heights as the neighborhood of entry 
and include illumination features. The vertical gateway signage shall be a minimum of 25’ in 
height and made of sustainable materials. IHRC agrees to work with the Greater Northside 
Management District on the design, construction, and maintenance of these gateways. 
 

Next, to identify, memorialize, and recognize the history of the Neighborhood, TxDOT 
should provide adequate funding to design, fabricate, and install the following signage in the 
Neighborhood:   
 

• Fifty (50) street sign toppers for on Main Street that include a designation of 
“Historic Independence Heights” in a style consistent with the Neighborhood’s 
branding and comparable to those shown in the Livable Centers Study.  Language 
indicating 1905 as the founding date of the Neighborhood must be included on the 
street topper signage, e.g., “Est. 1905” or “Since 1905”; and   
 

• Ten (10) wayfinding signs along on major streets in the Neighborhood, including 
Main St., Airline Dr, and Yale St., for the purposes of directing persons to 
designations of interest within the Neighborhood and identifying the location of 
local historical landmarks. Identity branding on the Wayfinding signage should 
match and be consistent with language appearing on street sign toppers. 

 
In addition, IHRC knows that a planning process is important to making sure its historical 

and cultural preservation goals are identified and obtainable. IHRC would request that TxDOT 
pay for a consultant to perform a comprehensive historic and culture planning process for the 
community of Independence Heights to focus on neighborhood stabilization and long-term 
vision for future preservation of existing cultural and historic resources in the community along 
N. Main, Yale St. and Airline Dr. Corridors. This planning process for a comprehensive Historic 
and Cultural Preservation Program for the Neighborhood would emphasize making the 
community’s historic preservation activities more proactive and include strategies to provide for 
sustainable, affordable housing, drafting and implementing guidelines for future development, 
recognition of existing historic districts, and to protect significant buildings and areas in the 
Neighborhood.  
 

Implementation activities undertaken as part of or as a result of this comprehensive 
planning process might include: 
 

• An effort to identify and encourage the designation of local landmarks in the super 
neighborhood that may be eligible for historic designation and preservation. Such 
activities might include: (1) a windshield survey of potential landmarks, both commercial 
and residential properties, in the Neighborhood, (2) historical research on the potential 
landmark properties and the Neighborhood generally, and (3) preparing related 
applications to the National Register of Historic Properties for any such identified 
properties. The purpose of these activities is to demarcate the community’s historic 
importance and protect the community from future encroachment.  
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• The design and construction of a cultural center in the neighborhood to celebrate the 
history of Independence Heights and enhance opportunities for cultural heritage tourism 
in the area to coincide with the Emancipation National Historic Trail described below. 
The cultural center is part of a collective vision for N. Main Street that anticipates a 
mixed-use corridor with multi-story buildings on both sides of the street that will have 
retail on the first floor and residential above. Initial conceptual designs for this cultural 
center already exist.25  

• Congress has proposed the study and development of Emancipation National Historic 
Trail, which will likely include Independence Heights within its scope. TxDOT should 
support this federal effort by providing funding for the planning and design of amenities 
related to this cultural heritage trail in Independence Heights, such as a signage or other 
branding features identifying the community’s historic importance, as part of its 
participation as a waypoint on the Emancipation National Historic Trail. 

 
TxDOT should be able to spend mitigation dollars for implementation of these community 
priorities to compensate for the impacts of the NHHIP. 
 
B. FLOODING  

IHRC’s May 2019 Comments addressed the repetitive, historical flooding of 
Independence Heights since the construction of I-610 in the 1960s. The construction of I-610 not 
resulted in the acquisition of about 67 acres from the community and the removal of dozens of 
residences from the community.26 In the DCIA, TxDOT appropriately recognizes that the 
combined freeway system of I-610/I-45 further constructed a physical and symbolic barrier 
around the south and east sides of the community.27 In addition, I-610 also built a barrier in 
Little White Oak Bayou that either created or severely exacerbated flooding in the community 
due an undersized culvert.28 As suggested by the Greater Houston Flood Mitigation Consortium, 
the planned NHHIP can address this issue of flooding in Independence Heights caused by the 
constriction point at the culvert under I-610.  
 

Based on discussions with the IHRC concerning the I-610 North Culvert raised in its May 
2019 Comments, TxDOT agreed to conduct a hydrological study of the I-610 culvert along Little 
White Oak Bayou (Water Segment 1013A), specifically with respect to known, existing flood 
patterns on the Independence Heights neighborhood (Hydrological Study). Based on information 
and belief, TxDOT is presently preparing to publish this Hydrological Study before the 
publication of the FEIS.  
 

In designing Segments 1 and 2 of the Project, IHRC urges TxDOT to follow the 
recommendations of the Hydrological Study to improve the design and infrastructure of drainage 
systems upstream from Loop I-610 North in the construction of the Project: (i) to fix past 
flooding problems due to the undersized culvert as documented in IHRC’s May 2019 Comments 

                                                 
25 See designs at:  https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3ZyxZ9zC-bpbHNnd2tXME5DWHM/view 
26 DCIA at 5-43. 
27 DCIA at 5-43. 
28 Greater Houston Flood Mitigation Consortium, Strategies to Flood Mitigation, Little White Oak Bayou, at 36. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3ZyxZ9zC-bpbHNnd2tXME5DWHM/view
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to TxDOT, and (ii) to mitigate flooding impacts in Independence Heights from any new 
construction with the Project as designed for 500-year flood event in the super neighborhood.  
 

To the extent that TxDOT is able to remove existing residences and other structures from 
the flood plain by taking out the I-610 culvert and replacing it with a bridge (without 
compromising downstream properties), IHRC believes TxDOT has an obligation to the 
community to remedy this past infrastructure inequity.  
 

Moreover, IHRC would like to see TxDOT support the IHRC in its discussions with the 
City and Harris County to direct flooding mitigation dollars into Independence Heights for 
current home elevations. Knowing that the flood plain for Little White Oak Bayou will be 
drastically different after removing the culvert makes these home elevations a sound investment 
and further mitigates any flooding events in the interim until the NHHIP is completed.  
Construction in Segment 2 will not start until 2023 at the earliest and not until 2025 for Segment 
1.  In the next five years, given the current rainfall projections for Houston, it is highly possible 
that Independence Heights will have additional flooding events (currently averaging a flood 
event every 1 to 1.5 years). Elevating homes now makes sense given the future risk of flooding 
will be dramatically reduced by these combined mitigation efforts.  

 
Finally, IHRC strenuously objects to any mitigation project for the NHHIP which 

involves the creation of a Little White Oak Bayou Greenway proposed by the Houston Parks 
Board as alluded to the Draft Community Impacts Assessment29 or the implementation of the 
plans discussed in the City of Houston’s Living with Water Report (January 2020) based on the 
study of Independence Heights. Importantly, these projects for the supposed benefit of 
Independence Heights are being advocated for by the Houston Parks Board and the City of 
Houston without consultation or input from the Independence Heights community and appear to 
be focused on objectives inconsistent with its current residents. IHRC is not interested in 
supporting projects that will only fan the flames of gentrification already occurring in the area, 
particularly when those projects serve the needs of people other than the actual residents of 
Independence Heights. 

 
For example, statements in the Living with Water Report like creating a “buy in strategy” 

with a “land swap program where residents in high flood risk areas have incentives to invest in 
the historic neighborhood core, which is at a higher elevation” come across as completely 
ignorant of the means and resources available to the existing residents of Independence Heights. 
The demographic profile for this predominately low income community does not match the 
recommendations in the City’s report.  

 
Nor is there any justifiable reason to increase known displacement because of the NHHIP 

and remove additional homes from the community to construct a bayou greenway park if the 
culvert under I-610 can simply be removed in its entirety through the NHHIP. Designs from the 
Living with Water study presented by the City at city-organized meetings related to the NHHIP 
illustrated the estimated removal of an additional 170 residences and other structures (beyond the 
NHHIP’s projected residential displacement discussed below) from the Independence Heights 
Historic District to create a linear park along Little White Oak Bayou. Such plans and designs 
                                                 
29 DCIA at 4-17. 



14 
 

created without any involvement of the community would only further inequitably destroy a 
neighborhood’s historic homes and culture in favor of greenspace. For these reasons, IHRC 
would like TxDOT to partner with this environmental justice community to preserve its assets 
and reject plans that only further displace residents of this community—either through direct 
condemnation to create such a greenspace or through the related inevitable gentrification because 
existing Independence Heights residents can no longer afford to live in the community after 
creation of such an amenity that they don’t even want. 
 
C. DISPLACEMENT  

TxDOT’s DCIA acknowledges that the NHHIP will displace people in Independence 
Heights, both homeowners and renters, and some community businesses.30 Current projections 
by TxDOT suggest single-family residential displacements in two main areas:  (1) near the I-
45/I-610 interchange (12 residences) and (2) near the northern part of the neighborhood along 
Delz Drive (15 residences) for a total of 27 residences.31 TxDOT projects an additional 138 
multifamily units impacts, including those at Ventana North Garden Apartments (84 units) and 
La Vista Villa (54 units).32  

 
IHRC questions whether 138 multi-family units is all that will be impacted. For example, 

TxDOT has not included the 86 units at Victoria Manor Apartments in the estimated 
displacements of multi-family units in the area.33 TxDOT should also consider IHRC’s 
November 4, 2019 comments related to nontraditional multi-family displacement of individuals 
in Independence Heights that live in motels and hotels in the area.34 TxDOT’s report 
acknowledges that there are 5 motels and hotels in the area being displaced, and if these facilities 
have long-term residents paying by the week or the month, these units should also be 
considered.35 IHRC estimates that these displacements could be on the magnitude of an 
additional 235 units in the area, depending on occupancy levels.36  

 
Similarly, even though the Northline SRO Facility (120 units) has been shuttered since 

Hurricane Harvey due to flooding, the likelihood of the NHHIP being constructed in this area 
made the owners look elsewhere to build replacement housing.37 Because the Northline SRO 
suffered flooding impacts likely exacerbated by the flooding conditions on Little White Oak 
Bayou due to the undersized culvert at I-610, IHRC is concerned about the permanent loss of 
these housing units from the community. In an effort to mitigate both present and historical 
impacts of the freeway expansion, TxDOT should consider including these 120 units in its 
estimates for needed affordable housing to address community-wide displacements whether 
directly or indirectly related to the NHHIP.  

 

                                                 
30 DCIA at 5-47. 
31 DCIA at 5-48. 
32 DCIA at 5-48. 
33 DCIA at 5-48. 
34 See IHRC Comments to TxDOT on multi-family housing in Independence Heights dated October 29, 2019. 
35 DCIA at 5-128. 
36 Id.  
37 DCIA at 5-48.  
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 Because there is an acknowledged severe shortage of affordable housing in Houston38 
and more particularly in Independence Heights. There is very little available replacement 
housing for low-income communities like the current residents of Independence Heights in their 
neighborhood or even inside the Houston city limits.39 As TxDOT acknowledges, this shortage 
includes single-family homes for lease in the lower ranges of monthly rents.40 Development 
projects like the NHHIP as well as continuing extreme flooding impacts in lower-income areas 
due to poorly maintained or designed drainage systems and unchecked development throughout 
the City will continue to decrease affordable housing numbers across Houston in the years to 
come. 
 

Currently, only one affordable housing project is planned in Independence Heights, 
Independence Heights Apartments, which was begun prior to the NHHIP in May 2018.41 This 
complex should not be considered mitigation for the NHHIP or its projected displacements in 
Independence Heights as it was built to address existing housing shortages in the community. 
Given the projected displacements from single-family and multi-family housing due to the 
NHHIP, TxDOT should provide at least 30 single-family units and 350 multi-family units to 
offset this displacement and provide affordable replacement housing for displaced residents to be 
able to stay in their community. The ability of those displaced to relocate in Independence 
Heights should be one of TxDOT’s main objectives to ensure that the impacts to this 
environmental justice community are properly mitigated. 
 

For the purpose of creating replacement housing in the super neighborhood so that 
persons displaced by the NHHIP do not need to relocate and to increase affordable housing 
opportunities in the area to mitigate against impacts of gentrification likely to be accelerated 
from infrastructure improvements in the area contemplated by NHHIP, TxDOT needs to make a 
sizeable investment in affordable housing in the Independence Heights area, both for single-
family residences and multi-family residences.  These funds should be sufficient to cover costs 
(adjusted for inflation and rising property prices until acquisition):  (1) to acquire property in 
Independence Heights and (2) to build new construction or rehabilitate existing improvements to 
provide one-for-one single-family residence replacement housing (estimated at 30 units) and 
multi-family replacement housing (estimated at 350 units) in Super Neighborhood 13. The 
property acquisitions using this funding could include land bank properties, direct donations 
from the community, or direct acquisitions of strategic property in the community. Targeted 
properties may be vacant, have existing residential use, which may require updating or 
improvements, or may require demolition of existing structures to make way for new residential 
construction depending on condition. Once acquired, the properties could be developed to create 
below-market rate single-family residences for low-income residents with long-term leases, with 
the ability to accumulate equity subject to adjustments for market increases, and protection from 
increasing property taxes.  

 
Rather than depend on the City of Houston or the Houston Housing Authority to be 

responsible for building affordable housing, TxDOT should institute a merit-based grant program 

                                                 
38 DCITR at 23. 
39 DCITR at 23. 
40 DCIA at 5-7.  
41 DCITR at 37. 
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with identified criteria for the construction of replacement housing to TxDOT’s specifications. 
For example, one such shovel-ready project for 40 units of multi-family housing in the 
Neighborhood on property currently owned by Greater First Missionary Baptist Church at 4411 
Haygood, Houston, Texas 77022 could provide below market rate multi-family housing for low-
income residents. Moreover, displaced persons from the NHHIP and those indirectly impacted 
by cumulative effects of transportation expansion projects in the super neighborhood should be 
given first priority for all units constructed as a result of this project.  
 

Finally, the “affordable” in the replacement affordable housing built for the NHHIP must 
be established and maintained for the displaced residents to be able to stay in Independence 
Heights for the long term. The monthly rent for replacement rental units as well as the home 
values of single-family homes need to remain affordable. For multi-family complexes, 
individuals need to be able to access housing using vouchers from the Houston Housing 
Authority. Not all private landlords will accept vouchers, so TxDOT needs to make this one of 
the criteria for any new affordable housing projects. Not all residents will be able to afford units 
at $580-$680 per month or $800 per month suggested by TxDOT. 

Given the complex considerations around displacement from this project, IHRC looks 
forward to continue to work with TxDOT to ensure sufficient affordable housing is built in the 
super neighborhood to offset these cumulative impacts.  
 
D. GREATER MOUNT OLIVE MISSIONARY BAPTIST CHURCH 

As detailed extensively in IHRC’s May 2019 Comments, the Greater Mount Olive 
Missionary Baptist Church (GMOMBC) will be directly impacted by the NHHIP.42  If its 
displacement is inevitable due to the freeway design,43 this community asset as recognized in the 
DCIA needs to be memorialized for the community as part of the mitigation associated with the 
NHHIP given the severe adverse impacts to the church, including disruption to the congregation 
and access to its social activities.  
 

Based on IHRC communications with the pastor of the church, and as reflected in 
TxDOT’s reports,44 the GMOMBC has determined it is in the church’s best interest to relocate. 
IHRC supports the GMOMBC in its decision. In addition to the mitigation provided to the 
GMOMBC identified in the Final EIS and any real estate relocation assistance negotiated 
directed between GMOMBC and TxDOT, IHRC would further request as mitigation for the 
displacement of this community facility a park in memorial of the GMOMBC.45  

To fulfill this mitigation request, TxDOT would set aside property near the new ROW for 
the Project that will memorialize the location of the GMOMBC with a historical marker to create 
a pocket park for the community’s enjoyment. IHRC would also like TxDOT to commit 
mitigation funding for the design, development and maintenance of the pocket park. The pocket 
park’s amenities shall include a community-based mural or public art, trees, benches, trash 

                                                 
42 DCIA at 5-47. 
43 DCIA at 5-48. 
44 DCITR at 52; DCIA at 5-50. 
45 DCIA at 5-50. 
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receptacles and landscaping. Ideally, the park will be designed and maintained by conservancy 
group managed by the community. 

 
E. RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PACKAGES 

TxDOT’s report suggests that “[n]umerous mitigation measures are in process or in place 
to assist with displacement.46 Given the projected displacement in environmental justice 
communities along the NHHIP corridor, it is important that TxDOT provide additional resources 
to ensure the owner can move into comparable property to the owner’s home elsewhere in 
Independence Heights. Given the trend of increasing costs of homes in the neighborhood, several 
safeguards are needed to ensure that residents being displaced by the freeway expansion can find 
comparable housing in Independence. Heights. Be it now through an advanced acquisition 
process or by the time TxDOT estimates acquisition and construction will begin for Segments 1 
and 2 between 2023 and 2025.47  
 

When searching for replacement housing, which may be hard to find, it will be important 
for TxDOT to use appropriate comparables to ensure that the displaced homeowner is fully 
compensated for the displacement. To be an appropriate comparable for replacement housing, a 
property must be (1) currently available in the Independence Heights, (2) functionally equivalent 
to the current residential property (i.e., # of rooms, living space, square footage, etc.), and (3) 
decent, safe, and sanitary (i.e., structurally sound, in good repair, safe electrical system, contains 
heating and air conditioning, adequate size for the number of residents, working bathroom and 
kitchen).  
 

This comparable should be used to determine a Replacement Housing Payment to be paid 
to the homeowner by TxDOT, which is the difference between the price of the comparable and 
the appraisal provided by TxDOT. While the owner does not have to purchase the comparable 
property, the comparable is being used to determine the amount each owner is eligible for as a 
supplemental Replacement Housing Payment. The owner is free to purchase or build any home 
they want. The comparable does not constitute a cash payment, and the owner must actually 
purchase a new home to receive the payment. If the new home is worth less than the comparable, 
the owner only receives the amount for the home purchased. 
 

To avoid additional direct and incidental costs to the displaced homeowner in 
environmental justice communities like Independence Heights, TxDOT should also provide 
other relocation assistance to the owners under the Uniform Relocation Act for:   
 

(1) actual moving and related expenses described in 49 CFR § 24.301(g) or an alternative 
fixed payment under 49 CFR § 24.302;  

 
(2) any incidental expenses, including closing costs, which are necessary and reasonable 

costs actually incurred by the displaced person incident to the purchase of a replacement 
dwelling and customarily paid by the buyer, as described in 49 CFR § 24.401(e);  

 
                                                 
46 DCIA at 5-49. 
47 DCIA at 5-214. 
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(3) any penalty costs and other charges for prepayment of any preexisting recorded 
mortgage encumbering the property;  

 
(4) the pro rata portion of any pre-paid real property taxes which are allocable to the 

period after with TxDOT obtains title to the property or effective possession of it, whichever is 
earlier;  

 
(5) incremental increases in mortgage payments, which is the amount which will reduce 

the mortgage balance on a new mortgage to an amount which could be amortized with the same 
monthly payment for principal and interest as that for the mortgage(s) on the displacement 
dwelling; and  

 
(6) debt service costs related to any mortgage that was a valid lien on the displacement 

dwelling for at least 180 days prior to initiation of negotiations.  
 

Given the challenges of the housing market in Independence Heights, timing these 
payments is important. Any displaced owners should receive both an offer (appraised value) and 
notice of eligibility (maximum relocation assistance) before having to make a decision to accept 
or reject the offer.  Once a formal offer is made, the owner should have at least 180 days to 
accept. If the owner accepts the offer, then the owner should be eligible to take advantage of 
replacement housing to be constructed by TxDOT in the neighborhood as further mitigation 
(described above in Section II-C) or relocate elsewhere. 
 

For tenants in environmental justice neighborhoods impacted by the Project, TxDOT 
should provide rental assistance or down payment assistance to any person who has occupied a 
residential rental property for at least 180 days immediately prior to the initiation of negotiations 
consistent with the provisions of 49 CFR § 24.402. A number of tenants in Independence 
Heights are already receiving eviction notices from landlords related to the NHHIP. It is likely 
they will be forced to leave the area well before the project even begin construction or right away 
acquisitions commence. This situation only stresses the need for affordable replacement housing 
in the area now. 

 
Having TxDOT prioritize construction of replacement housing in Segments 1 and 2 at the 

front end of the project is very important to being able to keep these residents in Independence 
Heights. The mitigation dollars for affordable replacement housing are a priority for the the 
community and should be spent in advance of TxDOT’s starting ROW acquisitions in Segments 
1 and 2, if feasible, so that units will be available when the displacement starts, not years after 
the NHHIP construction is done and residents have already been displaced.  

 
In addition, it is possible that some owners in Independence Heights may opt for an early 

acquisition process prior to right-of-way (ROW) acquisitions for Segments 1 and 2 of the 
NHHIP. Advance acquisition, as defined in Transportation Code Sections 202.111-202.114, is 
TxDOT's ability to legally purchase ROW, either outright or through an option contract, prior to 
environmental clearance or before a determination is made that the property is needed for the 
Project.48 For any residential properties acquired through advance acquisition, the same owner 
                                                 
48 TxDOT, ROW Acquisition Manual at 3-2. 
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protections and benefits provided to other displaced homeowners in Segments 1 and 2 should 
still apply to the extent applicable.  

 
Given the challenges of an outside organization like TxDOT has in engaging with an 

environmental justice community, IHRC strongly recommends that TxDOT assign a relocation 
counselor to the community of Independence Heights to assist residents impacted by the NHHIP.  
Ideally, through this relocation counselor, TxDOT would provide the following relocation 
services to residents:  (i) case management services, such as assisting the client with removing 
immediate barriers to ensure a successful transition and providing information and services to 
assist in the overall advocacy for the family, (ii) traditional housing coordination, which involves 
assisting the family with locating and moving to transitional housing while more permanent 
arrangements are being made, (iii) training for families, case management staff and other 
stakeholders on transition program expectancies, and (iv) overall program management to 
support the reporting requirements for TxDOT. Consistent with the requirements in Section 
24.205 of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, the designated relocation counselor would 
work with persons displaced to find decent, safe and sanitary dwellings in the residents’ 
preferred locations and provide case management-based assistance to displaced individuals who 
may have particular needs or impacts because of the Project, including but not limited:  

 
• Relocation needs and preferences and provide information regarding displacement, 

relocation payments and other assistance available;  

• Existing social vulnerabilities related to impacts from prior natural disasters, including 
Hurricanes Ike and Harvey, Tropical Storm Imelda, and other flooding events (Prior 
Disasters) and any remaining unmet needs from Prior Disasters;  

• Transitional housing needs after the early acquisition process or prior to TxDOT’s 
timeline ROW acquisitions for Segments 1 and 2;  

• Utility bill assistance during the construction phase of the Project; 

• Maintaining social cohesiveness, which includes maintaining relationships to church, 
schools, and family relationships in the community; and  

• Financial counseling on topics such as homeownership for first time homeowners, 
incremental financing costs, property tax liabilities, mortgage related issues and interest 
rates.  

TxDOT should be aware that environmental justice communities are especially vulnerable when 
displacements occur regardless of the cause and ensure that its mitigation plans have the ability 
to address these potential concerns of homeowners and renters alike in Independence Heights 
that will be impacted by the NHHIP. Moreover, TxDOT should make sure that its bidding 
process for such services ensures that the relocation counselor will employ individuals capable of 
effectively serving these communities not only to ensure that the community feels comfortable in 
this process, but also to increase the likelihood of success of the relocation assistance program 
provided by TxDOT. For example, ideal counselors for certain environmental justice 
communities might be bilingual or minorities.   
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In addition, a relocation counselor could assist displaced residents in identifying 
residential property in the super neighborhood which has been impacted by Prior Disasters which 
the continued occupancy of the displacement dwelling constitutes a substantial danger to the 
health and safety of the occupants or the public and recommend such persons currently 
occupying the property to be relocated to a comparable replacement dwelling before 
displacement occurs pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act.  49 CFR § 24.204. It would also be 
advisable for the relocation counselor to begin work in these communities before acquisition of 
ROW begins to be able to advise potential displaced persons of their rights and options, given 
that evictions are already occurring related to the project.  
 

Moreover, the City of Houston Housing and Community Development Department may be 
able to identify available disaster relief funds to assist these persons as a supplement to any funds 
available through the NHHIP. 
 

Of the funding allocated to relocation counseling, IHRC recommends that some funding 
be allocated to include supplemental assistance to cover the types of particularized needs in one 
of the above-referenced categories identified by the relocation counselor during the case 
management process. The relocation counselor would be responsible for documenting the 
supplemental assistance expended to each person impacted by the NHHIP. 
 

Finally, title clearing will likely be a large obstacle for TxDOT when engaging in 
environmental justice communities like Independence Heights, since a large number of the 
properties to be acquired are heirs properties.  As part of its mitigation, TxDOT should assist in 
providing funds for legal services and advice related to title review and clearing for impacted 
residents, which may cover one or more the following services provided to displaced owners:  
(1) determining owner of the property and any liens impacting transfer of the property, (2) 
preparing documentation to establish title, and (3) funding an organization to assist the 
homeowner to clear title if more substantial legal services are needed.  
 

In an effort to expedite title clearing for ROW acquisitions in the Neighborhood, TxDOT 
should also reimburse owners of any residential property for any reasonable expenses necessarily 
incurred for recording fees, transfer taxes, documentary stamps, evidence of title, boundary 
surveys, legal descriptions of the real property, and similar expenses incidental to conveying the 
real property. In addition, TxDOT should cover any costs required to perfect an owner’s title to 
real property from the Title Clearing Fund established above until such funds are exhausted.    
 

If the homeowner has liens placed on the property owed to the City of Houston (e.g., for 
code violations), whenever possible, TxDOT should work to secure agreement from the City that 
it will waive any such liens to assist with expediting transfer of title to TxDOT. 
 

Finally, at TxDOT’s expense, owners shall participate in all good faith efforts to provide 
the purchaser good and marketable title; however, TxDOT should consider electing to accept the 
conveyance after resolving title issues or may accept the conveyance subject to conditions.  For 
example, TxDOT might want to create a contingency fund as a “risk pool” to encourage any title 
company to take chance on title that is not fully documented at the time of proposed acquisition 
to protect against any challenge to title transferred to TxDOT for the Project. This risk pool 
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could stay open for a period of 48 months from the Effective Date to address ROW acquisitions. 
Monies allocated to the risk poll that are not utilized for this purpose could revert to other 
mitigation efforts.  
 

Because of the substantial title clearing issues, TxDOT should further agree that any co-
owners can provide waivers to assist with the acquisition process instead of requiring 
conveyance by all owners. To the extent that there are conflicts between co-owners, TxDOT 
should work first to secure agreement of any person(s) currently living in owner-occupied 
property and use mitigation funds to help expedite title clearing efforts as needed.  
 
F. NOISE IMPACTS AND VISUAL IMPACTS 

In the recently published Draft Community Impacts Assessment report, TxDOT 
acknowledges that traffic noise levels are predicted to increase near some residential areas in 
Independence Heights along I-45 and I-610.49 TxDOT’s Draft Traffic Noise Technical Report 
(February 2019) suggested that additional noise walls could be built for the proposed project for 
Environmental Justice mitigation.50 That report referenced the DCIA, which was not published 
until December 2019, ten months later. For these reasons, IHRC now submits comments on 
noise impacts discussed in the DCIA and the previously published Traffic Noise Technical 
Report.  
 

In addition to the noise barriers approved for R18 to R20 in Segment 2 approved by 
TxDOT after conducting its noise analysis,51 IHRC would like to see additional mitigation 
provided to Independence Heights’ residences in Segment 2 to account for the environmental 
justice impacts associated with the proximity of this neighborhood to the freeway.  Specifically, 
the following Segment 2 receivers should receive additional noise mitigation because of their 
location in Independence Heights, an environmental justice community: 
 

• R1 to R3 and R6: Representing 24 residences;52 
• R12:  Representing four residences;53 
• R14:  Representing seven residences;54 
• R15:  Representing three residences;55 and 
• R49: Representing one residence.56  

 
IHRC emphasizes that proper noise and emission mitigation for Independence Heights 

should include a weatherization and energy-efficiency programs given the predominately low-to-
moderate income individuals living in the community as mentioned in the DCIA would be 
appropriate.57 IHRC would like to see TxDOT provide supplemental assistance to eligible 
                                                 
49 DCIA at 5-184 to 5-185. 
50 Draft Traffic Noise Technical Report (February 2019), Section 1.0, at 1.  
51 Id., Section 3.3.1.2 at 26. 
52 Id., Section 3.3.1.1 at 18. 
53 Id.  
54 Id. 
55 Id.  
56 Id. at 19. 
57 DCIA at 5-191, 5-200. 
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owners and tenants in Independence Heights that need relief from noise during construction 
phase of the Project.  These funds can cover items at properties near the freeway such as weather 
stripping, utility bill assistance, window AC units, and storm windows or doors. 
 

Based on its noise analysis, TxDOT has not proposed noise barriers for the above-
identified properties although there will be some noise impacts on these properties that should be 
considered for environmental justice mitigation given the proximity to the freeway.58 TxDOT 
should offer the community the option of including aesthetic walls to serve as visual barriers 
between residences and the freeway.59 IHRC is particularly supportive of the use of aesthetic 
walls or other forms of landscaping being included in TxDOT’s mitigation plan for this 
community.  
 

Further, IHRC would like to see TxDOT plant up to a ½ mile of year-round vegetation 
buffer in Super Neighborhood 13, including trees, along I-610 frontage road and ROW as 
barriers to reduce noise penetration and enhance beautification along freeway. Such landscaping 
would be maintained by TxDOT or its designee and should be designed with input from the 
Independence Heights community. 
 

V. CONCLUSION 

LSLA and its organizational client, Independence Heights Redevelopment Council, 
would appreciate a complete response from TxDOT in response to the comments and concerns 
raised in this letter.   

As discussed in the May 2019 Comments, IHRC further looks forward to negotiating a 
Memorandum of Agreement with TxDOT to address the identified adverse impacts to the 
community on Independence Heights before TxDOT seeks its Record of Decision for the 
NHHIP. Please contact the undersigned counsel if you have any questions or need clarification 
regarding the comments contained herein.  

                                                 
58 Draft Traffic Noise Technical Report (February 2019), Section 3.3.1.1 at 18-19. 
59 DCIA (December 2019) at 5-218. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 1:04 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Amanda Austin; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: Please stop this I-45 expansion plan

Comment for the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:42 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Please stop this I-45 expansion plan 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Adrienne Lynch [   
Sent: Saturday, January 25, 2020 8:46 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Please stop this I-45 expansion plan 
 
Good evening, 
 
My name is Adrienne Lynch. I am a native Houstonian who has moved her family back home after stints in Washington, 
D.C., and Austin. I convinced my East Coast-born husband that Houston was a far superior city to live in and that if we 
moved into the city, we would enjoy a richly diverse and improving park scene. 
 
Now I feel I have lied to him. I cannot believe state leaders are again kowtowing to their friends in the concrete business 
and trying to tell us more lanes will decongest I-45. I'm old enough to remember when TxDOT promised Houston more 
lanes would fix I-10. I take I-10 every day. It didn't work. 
 
This project will destroy the bayou parks that have enhanced the downtown area and enticed families to move back 
inside the Loop. It will destroy Independence Heights and further displace our neighbors of color.  
 
Worst of all, it will absolutely inundate our area with floodwaters. The last thing this city needs is more concrete. These 
plans will flood every inch of Houston that stayed dry during Harvey. Please stop. 
 
Please consider some type of mass transit for suburban commuters. Please. 
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Thank you, 
Adrienne Lynch 
833 E. 26th St. 
Houston, TX 77009 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Amanda Austin; Knowles, Roy; Matthews, Patty
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; "dwiller@HNTB.com"
Subject: FW: I-45 Expansion
Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:51:30 AM

Comment for the record

-----Original Message-----
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:51 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: I-45 Expansion

Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Fitz Madu [
Sent: Friday, January 24, 2020 11:15 AM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: I-45 Expansion

Horrible design choice and idea. You’re using 1970-1980s traffic models to destroy the value of a city.

-Fitz Madu

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=26vUUgq_RTx2oeZpGr9eP0_a5fLQorWyzK9NEYb-vJk&s=f8E1tSfATD_-
TuOE5lbdDsnhkbma67SyMwjmrB-dATg&e= >

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:Roy.Knowles@aecom.com
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:Sue.Theiss@txdot.gov
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 10:42 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: North Highway Improvement Project

FYI 
 
From: Manny Francisco Jr <Manny.Francisco@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 10:16 AM 
To: Amanda Austin <Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>; Denetia Robinson 
<Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov> 
Cc: Sue Theiss <Sue.Theiss@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Highway Improvement Project 
 
I-45 NHHIP comment. 
 

 
Manny Francisco Jr. 
Project Development 
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail  
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 9:30 AM 
To: Manny Francisco Jr 
Subject: FW: North Highway Improvement Project 
 

 
 

From: Dennis Malloy   
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2020 4:43 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc:  
Subject: North Highway Improvement Project 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Gentlemen, 
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I am a lifelong citizen of Houston and have seen the development and use of Highway 59 / Interstate 69 since it 
was first constructed. Also, as a landowner in EADO (East Downtown Houston) I have seen street flooding 
over many years.  When the street flooding is at its worst the water flows into the below grade portion of Hwy 
59 / IH 69, from approximately Leeland to the Hwy59/288 split, and thus completely closes the freeway in both 
directions. 
 
The proposed new construction of Hwy 59 / IH 69 including IH 45 reroute will be approximately 20+ feet 
below grade and covered.  In a worst case scenario (and these seem to be happening more regularly) the 
underground portion of the new highway project will flood.  When flooding occurs many vehicles will be 
trapped in the tunnel and result in the potential drowning of the occupants. 
 
Press coverage of Mayor Turner’s comments indicate that he likes the tunnel approach because it will provide 
more park space.  However, I strongly urge that the expansion of Hwy 59 / IH 69 / IH 45 be elevated above 
grade to eliminate this potential loss of life.  People’s lives are much more important than park space. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 

Dennis M. Malloy 
 
2001 Kirby Drive, Suite 715 
Houston, Texas 77019 
OFC:   (832) 834-6593 
CELL:  (713) 320-7939 
 
 
cc:  Governor Greg Abbott (via his comment website) 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 11:12 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Houston Sierra Club Comments on the NHHIP Cumulative Impacts Technical Report
Attachments: TxDOT I 45 and U.S. 59 Combined Freeways Letter III 2020.doc

These look to be a duplicate of the Sierra Club comments scanned and sent yesterday.  
 
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:28 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Houston Sierra Club Comments on the NHHIP Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Brandt Mannchen   
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 11:47 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc:  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Subject: Houston Sierra Club Comments on the NHHIP Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 
 
Dear Mr. Henry,  
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Attached are the comments of the Houston Sierra Club about the Cumulative Impacts Technical Report for the North 
Houston Highway Improvement Project.  A hard copy will be mailed to you.  Thank you.  
 
Brandt Mannchen  
Conservation Committee  
Houston Regional Group of the Sierra Club  
20923 Kings Clover Court  
Humble, Texas 77346  
281-570-7212  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 9:02 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Comment Against North Houston Highway Improvement Project

For the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:43 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comment Against North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Robert Marshall [  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 4:19 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comment Against North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
Hi, 
 
Thanks for reading this comment regarding the North Houston Highway Improvement Project. 
 
Houston already has an embarrassingly small amount of green space, and from the drawings it is clear that this highway 
will run over the bayou, which will further reduce the already limited amount of green space in Houston. 
 
Please do not go forward with this project. As someone who has moved to Houston and shows visitors around the city, I 
want to be proud of our city and be able to show the bayou in its current state. 
 
Can we please not ruin some of the little remaining green space in our city? 
 
Wake up and do the right thing. 
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[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=BQEQNb-s7o0NycgZ-
g01GBxgbcitWItnOwE-kBv-XXs&s=RnkhrfcwZ5x1uzg_5lM04W1GCV4rLNKli_Ij4qZcdyA&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 9:34 AM
To: Amanda Austin; Christine Bergren; Knowles, Roy; Matthews, Patty
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: Comments on plans

Comment for the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:18 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on plans 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Brett Martino   
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 10:47 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments on plans 
 
Good evening, 
 
As an owner and resident of a home in th East End, I think the plans make sense and once complete will make Houston a 
better city. 
 
Brett Martino 
2344 Sperber Ln 
Houston TX 77003 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 9:59 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Raquelle Lewis
Subject: FW: Comments NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment
Attachments: NHHIP Draft community impacts copy 2.pdf

For the record – BikeHouston comments on NHHIP 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:40 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Clark Martinson   
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 9:17 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: Mark Wooldridge <Mark.Wooldridge@txdot.gov>; Robert Benz ; Ana Ramirez Huerta 
<Ana.RamirezHuerta@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment 
 
I have attached my comments related to the NHHIP community impacts on Active Transportation.  
 
BikeHouston will coordinate with Ana Huerta Ramirez, Mark Wooldridge, and Robert Benz to assure bike facilities are 
part of the TxDOT system. 
 
If you have any questions, you can always call my cell number, 713-824-6808. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Just ride, 
 

Clark 
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Clark Martinson 
Executive Director 
616 Hawthorne 
Houston,Texas 77006 
713-824-6808 cell 

 
www.BikeHouston.org 
 

 
 
Please join at a level comfortable for you, www.bikehouston.org/ 
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North Houston Highway Improvement Project  
Responses to the Community Impacts Assessment  

BikeHouston 
February 6, 2020 

Clark Martinson 
Executive Director 
616 Hawthorne 
Houston,Texas 77006 
713-824-6808 cell 

 

Impacts on Active Transportation - Trails and Bikeways 

The NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment discusses the evaluation of impacts to parks, open 
space, hike and bike trails, and bikeways. Bicycle facilities in the project area include shared-use 
bikeways through residential and recreational areas, designated bike lanes along roadways, and 
trails along bayous. Bikeways are part of the local transportation system and function primarily 
for transportation. Pedestrian sidewalks are available along major thoroughfares. 

• Segment One (Beltway 8 to Hwy 610) - District B CM Davis and District H CM Cisneros 

• Segment Two (Hwy 610 to IH 10) - District H CM Cisneros 

• Segment Three (Downtown Loop) - District C CM Kamin, District B CM Davis, District I 
CM Gallegos, and District D CM Evans-Shabazz 

TxDOT must commit to plan, design, fund, and construct active transportation infrastructure 
throughout the NHHIP project area. 

1. Maintain the function of all existing bike lanes before, during and after construction 
- No existing bike lanes in the City shall be removed to add more capacity for cars and 
trucks before or during construction. Instead, more bike lanes should be installed on City 
streets before the NHHIP construction commences to encourage more people to ride 
bikes as an alternative to driving cars and trucks. 

2. Accommodate or replace existing hike and bike trails and create new trails and 
greenways - TxDOT shall accommodate or replace existing trails that are impacted by 
the proposed project, as well as provide space and clearance for future trails along all 
streams the highway crosses. TxDOT shall coordinate with entities interested in develop-
ing greenways and trail connections in the proposed project area. 



3. Provide Funding for and construct pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure on Tx-
DOT’s System - TxDOT shall coordinate with interested entities the design of the city 
street network adjacent to and crossing the project area. NHHIP projects shall include on 
street bikeways, off street trails, sidewalks, shared-use pathways, pedestrian actuated 
traffic signals, and protected intersections with separated space for people walking and 
riding bikes funded and constructed by TxDOT. 

Response to the Community Impact Assessment for all three segments 

• Community Impact; Construction Impacts on existing bike lanes - During construction, 
access to bike routes could be limited or redirected. TxDOT will coordinate with the City of 
Houston and METRO during project design to minimize the temporary and permanent im-
pacts to bicycle facilities. 

Response; Maintain the function of all existing bike lanes during and after con-
struction - No existing bike lanes in the City shall be removed to add more capacity for 
cars and trucks before or during construction. Instead, more bike lanes should be in-
stalled on City streets before the NHHIP construction commences to encourage more 
people to ride bikes as an alternative to driving cars and trucks.  

• Community Impact; Impacts on hike and bike trails - Impacts to hike and bike trails 
would be temporary during construction, and the Preferred Alternative would not affect the 
long-term use of facilities. The proposed project considers trails, and will accommodate or 
replace existing trails and allow for planned future trails.  

Response; Replace existing and create new Trails and Greenways - We agree with 
the CIA statement that “During detailed design, TxDOT will coordinate with entities 
who desire to create greenways or develop trails and connections in the proposed project 
area, and will accommodate plans by others.” (delete the statement “if feasible”) 

• Community Impact; Lack of funding to implement Bike Plan - Long-term vision bikeway 
projects support the city’s goal of providing citywide access; however, these projects do not 
have dedicated funding or an established implementation schedule. 

Response; Provide Funding for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure on TxDOT’s 
System -  TxDOT shall fund all sidewalks, trails, bike lanes, shared-use paths, pedestrian 
signals and protected intersections for people walking and riding bikes within TxDOT’s 
ROW. 

Segment 1: I-45 from Beltway 8 to I-610 

Halls Bayou runs east and west and crosses the project corridor just north of West Mount Hous-
ton Road. Little White Oak Bayou runs along the west side of I-45 between Tidwell Road and 



I-610. In Segment 1, the city’s long-term bikeway vision plan includes future shared-use trails 
along Halls Bayou between Fallbrook Drive and Aldine Westfield Road and along Little White 
Oak Bayou between Tidwell Road and I-610. 

The proposed project shall include sidewalks along I-45 and at the major intersections. The pro-
posed project would also provide continuity of sidewalks and shared use pathways along the 
frontage roads by adding sidewalks and pathways. No bike lanes shall be proposed on the 
frontage roads. 

• Community Impact; On-Street Bikeways - The City’s long-term bikeway vision includes 
dedicated bikeways within the street right-of-way along several roadways that cross the 
project corridor including Crosstimbers Street, Stokes Street, Little York Road, Parker Road, 
and Tidwell Road.   

Response; TxDOT shall include shared-use pathways along both sides of the major 
thoroughfares that pass under the I-45 overpasses and shall accommodate all trail con-
nections to the pathways within the TxDOT ROW. At intersections, ramps and cross-
walks must provide separation from vehicular traffic and be wide enough to separate 
people walking from people riding bikes. 

• Community Impact; Halls Bayou Trails -  The City’s long-term bikeway vision plan in-
cludes future shared-use pathways along Halls Bayou.  

Response; Elevate the frontage roads over Halls Bayou - In Segment 1, the frontage 
roads and main lanes must be elevated to provide minimum 10’-0” clearance above all 
future shared-use pathways along Halls Bayou north of W. Mount Houston. TxDOT will 
coordinate final design of bridges and bayou banks with HCFCD and Houston Parks 
Board. 

• Community Impact; The city’s long-term bikeway vision plan includes future shared use 
pathways along Little White Oak Bayou. TxDOT will continue to coordinate with the City 
of Houston to accommodate space for future shared-use pathways along Little White Bayou 
between Tidwell Road and I‐610. as shown on the City of Houston Bike Plan.  

Response; Build Little White Oak Bayou Trails - TxDOT must coordinate with Hous-
ton Parks Board plans for Little White Oak Bayou Trails and parks and shall pay for all 
trail construction. 

Segment 2: I-45 from I-610 to I-10 

In Segment 2, Little White Oak Bayou runs along the west side of I-45 and crosses under the 
freeway north of Patton Street. The bayou continues around the eastern boundary of Moody Park 
and crosses to the west of I-45 to connect Woodland Park and White Oak Bayou.  



• Community Impact; Little White Oak Bayou Trail under 610 - TxDOT will propose open-
ings conducive to bicycle/pedestrian crossings at Little White Oak Bayou under I-45 just north 
of Patton Street and at Little White Oak Bayou under I-610.  

Response; Provide flood relief and space for trails under I-610 - The size of the open-
ings will be coordinated with HCFCD, taking into account potential upstream and down-
stream flooding impacts. TxDOT shall continue to work with HCFCD and Houston 
parks Board on these elements during detailed design.  

• Community Impact; Little White Oak Bayou Trail between Link Road and Cavalcade - 
The Preferred Alternative would require new right-of-way in existing bicycle routes on Caval-
cade Street and hike and bike trails along Little White Oak Bayou between Link Road and 
Cavalcade Street on the west side of I-45.  

Response; Maintain use of shared-use pathways -  The alignment of the existing 
pedestrian/bicycle trail along the west side of I-45 south of Link Road shall be modified 
to provide a connection to the proposed sidewalk/trail adjacent to the southbound I-45 
frontage road. The connection shall allow for the continued use of the trail by pedestrians 
and cyclists during and after construction. 

• Community Impact; Quitman and South Street Bike Lanes - The City of Houston is plan-
ning to add new on-street bikeways along Quitman Street and South Street to connect the 
White Oak Bayou Bike Trail to the Fulton Street bike lanes, as well as new shared-use path-
ways from Woodland Park to the Heights Hike and Bike Trail. Right-of-way acquisition in 
bike routes may redirect pathways that connect to neighborhoods and other bike routes.  

Response; Woodland Park to Moody Park Trails -  TxDOT shall implement the 
Houston Parks Board’s vision to extend trails along Little White Oak Bayou crossing 
under I-45 south of North Street, from Moody Park to Woodland Park, the White Oak 
Bayou Trails and Quitman future bike lanes.  

• Community Impact; Patton Street to Woodland Park Trails - The city’s long-term bike-
way vision plan includes future bike paths and trails along Little White Oak Bayou that are 
within the proposed right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative 
would cross future bikeways north of Patton Street and south of North Street into Woodland 
Park.  

Response; TxDOT will continue to partner with the City to accommodate space for fu-
ture bike trails as shown on the City of Houston Bike Plan. 

• Community Impact; Halls Bayou to White Oak Bayou - Little White Oak Bayou offers the 
opportunity to extend open space from White Oak Bayou Greenway to Woodland Park and 
Moody Park and to Halls Bayou.  



Response; Little White Oak Bayou Trails and Greenway - TxDOT shall incorporate 
the Houston Parks Board proposal to expand the bayou greenway network to include Lit-
tle White Oak Bayou from I-10 to Crosstimbers Street with an extension to Acres Home.  

• Community Impact; During construction, access to trails could be limited; however, im-
pacts would be minimized as much as possible. TxDOT will coordinate with the City of 
Houston Parks Board to provide the same level of connectivity as the existing conditions. 

Response; Increase trail access and connectivity - TxDOT shall coordinate with the 
Houston Parks Board to increase access and connectivity between neighborhoods and 
parks impacted by the NHHIP construction. 

Segment 3: Downtown Loop (Buffalo Bayou and White Oak Bayou Trails) 

Several existing pedestrian and bicycle routes are located along White Oak and Buffalo Bayous 
and through Downtown and adjacent neighborhoods in the Segment 3 corridor. The Preferred 
Alternative would cross the White Oak Bayou Trail, which includes an off‐street bike path along 
White Oak Bayou on the north side of I‐10 through White Oak Parkway and on the east side of I‐
45 through Hogg Park into Downtown. The Preferred Alternative would also cross the Buffalo 
Bayou Trail that follows the bayou through several parks into Downtown. The proposed right-of-
way includes land where hike and bike trails are along White Oak Parkway, in the Downtown 
area, and in locations where pathways connect neighborhoods.  

• Community Impact; Loss of open space along White Oak Bayou -  The current design of 
I-10 and I-45 on the north side of Downtown would bridge over White Oak Bayou and reduce 
approximately 18 acres of open space area (of which approximately 10 acres are within exist-
ing TxDOT right-of-way) between I-45 and the eastern boundary of the Heights Bike Trail at 
White Oak Bayou. This portion of the White Oak Bayou greenway has direct views to the 
Downtown skyline. Construction of the overpass would require several rows of columns that 
would impair the existing view and sense of open space. 

Response; Maintain views, reduce bridge impacts, and provide a linear park under 
bridges - TxDOT will design bridges in consideration of visual aesthetics, including 
views from the Near Northside super neighborhood and surrounding areas. The areas 
under the bridges shall not be used for construction staging or storage of TxDOT materi-
als but shall be landscaped as a linear park with respect to the White Oak Bayou Trail. 

• Community Impact; NHHIP construction and demolition over Buffalo Bayou Trails -  
During construction, impacts to bike routes may limit mobility between neighborhoods and 
downtown.  



Response; Maintain trail connections from neighborhoods to downtown during 
construction - TxDOT will coordinate with the City of Houston to provide the same 
level of connectivity during construction at a minimum and add connections where iden-
tified by the community.  

TxDOT’s proposed mitigation for impacts to hike and bike trails 

1. Temporary trail closures and detours during construction - Accommodate or replace existing 
trails and allow for planned future trails.  

2. Coordinate with the City of Houston to provide advanced notice of temporary trail closures 
and detours during construction. Final design/pre-construction/during construction 

3. Removal of the North Street bridge across I-45 - Provide pedestrian-bicycle accommodations 
on the North Main Street bridge for travel between Glen Park subdivision and Greater 
Heights. Sidewalks would be added along the I-45 frontage roads.  

4. Maintain communication with Near Northside neighborhood and Travis Elementary School 
regarding schedule for demolition of North Street bridge.  

5. Ensure safe pedestrian facilities are provided at North Main Street during construction. 

6. Accommodate future bike trails - Coordinate with the City of Houston to accommodate 
space for future bike trails as shown on the City of Houston Bike Plan. 

7. Improve pedestrian access from Independence Heights neighborhood to Roosevelt Elemen-
tary School - Include a sidewalk within the right-of-way on the south side of Stokes Street to 
accommodate a trail connection. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 11:07 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: I-45 move

FYI – comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 11:00 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 move 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Matt [   
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 10:42 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 move 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Good Morning,   
 
Please cancel this enormous waste of money! Moving I45 to another already traffic ridden and congested  corridor is 
stupid. Furthermore having parts of this interstate below ground level will lead to the road being flood prone and will 
prevent people from being able to use the road in heavy rains or emergencies. Flooding can threaten people's lives or 
prevent them from getting somewhere in order to save their life. Your drawings also depict a park that is above the 
freeway. However, I have heard that the park is actually not currently funded!!! 
 
Please cancel this stupid project! 
 
Regards, 
Mat 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:53 AM
To: Amanda Austin; Matthews, Patty; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Christine Bergren; Sue Theiss; Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: Opposition to I-45 Expansion

Comment for the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:53 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Opposition to I-45 Expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Meredith McCain  
Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2020 7:34 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Opposition to I-45 Expansion 
 
Hello, 
 
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed I-45 expansion in Houston. As a Houston resident, I 
witness every day the impact that traffic congestion, air pollution, and gentrification have on the city, especially on low 
income populations. While this isn’t a gentrification project per se, it will still displace thousands of low income 
Houstonians, while worsening traffic congestion and air pollution. Previous highway expansions have shown no signs of 
improvement in environmental conditions, only worsening. If Houston wants to attract and retain young, talented 
working adults to the city, investments should be made in public transportation and pedestrian safety, not in more 
highways. As someone who relies on public transportation to get around, I also feel that this project will worsen my 
quality of life. I hope you strongly reconsider the expansion and take Houstonians into account. 
 
Sincerely, 
Meredith McCain 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
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RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=THP4rLx85fKHT3Vdo7Iq7hoyBczxAOtmRbrlrVARqzU&s=SfronBk_gi-
hkvSF0g94wu2PyDIYTesBLSSrJ-9qHg0&e= > 



Texas Housers 
EMAILED TO: HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov 
 

 

Re: Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report for the North Houston 
Highway Improvement Project 

 
 

About our Organization  
Founded in 1988, Texas Housers is a statewide policy advocacy organization that believes in the right of 
all Texans to experience the powerful sense of belonging that comes from a safe, healthy, and 
affordable home in the neighborhood of their choice.  Our advocacy also extends to equitable disaster 
recovery and issues of neighborhood quality.  The proposed expansion of I-45 impacts all areas of our 
work in Houston.   
 
Executive summary  
In these comments, as in our comments on the Draft Community Impacts Assessment our organization 
seeks to do three things. First, we want to register our clear disapproval of this project which would 
only continue this city’s dismal track record of putting pavement over people.  There is no formula that 
can quantify the value  of what ill-conceived projects like this have cost American cities.  Second, we’ve 
added context we feel this draft report is lacking by providing references to additional sources on 
Houston’s housing crisis and history of transit activism.  We encourage the project team to read, reflect, 
and respond to the bibliography and image appendix provided to demonstrate their sincere interest in 
crafting a project that works for Houstonians.   Third, we’ve offered recommendations on key points 
related to housing and quality of life should the project move forward under the preferred alternative.  
 
Background 

Highway construction and expansions have been conducted at the expense of Black and Brown 
communities since their inception. The NHHIP is no exception.  As Harold Dutton said in 1991 about the 
expansion of I-45, the emphasis is “on ensuring suburban mobility” once again at the cost of the rich 
heritage that lives here. (Shelton 221) The project’s priorities are made clear on page 3 of the Draft 
Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, “the proposed project is expected to induce redevelopment in 
two general locations: within a 0.25-mile buffer along I-45 from I-610 to Beltway 8 and the Downtown 
Management District” (3). What happens to the communities in between?  

In the past, environmental justice communities, like Fifth Ward and Third Ward, have been largely left 
out of the conversation. In writing about the construction of I-10 and US 59/I-69 in the 1960s, Kyle 
Shelton, deputy director at Kinder Institute, argues, “Fifth Warders had almost no warning that the 
road was being planned. Many learned of its routing only after the first steps of construction began” 
(Shelton 2). TxDOT has the opportunity to remedy some of the cumulative impacts that plague 
environmental justice communities from prior highway constructions. While developers and business 
interests have been engaged in the planning process for decades, TxDOT must ensure that 

mailto:HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov


environmental justice communities and everyday people have equitable voice and mitigation through 
this process. Just like in the 1960s, everyday residents of neighborhoods like the Fifth Ward are just 
now learning that they will be displaced. TxDOT should ensure thorough mitigation for these 
communities. 

In the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, TxDOT argues that “the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects would have limited adverse impacts on residential resources to 
the extent that a concerted effort has been made by TxDOT to ensure that residential 
properties—particularly low-income housing—would be replaced or relocated and targeted financial 
and logistical assistance to these residents would be provided” (41). We argue that replacement and 
relocations are not enough. The wrongs committed on communities adjacent to the highways in 
Houston are innumerable. The effects are not limited, but rather extremely plentiful.  

Please consider the below recommendations for further mitigation. 

Recommendation 1: Deeper assessment of cumulative impacts 

The Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report focuses on the loss of specific community resources, 
such as churches, social services, and medical services. It lacks adequate assessment of the impacts of 
highway construction and expansion on EJ communities over time. Further, it does not adequately 
assess the compounding effects of the loss of these resources. It also does not fully address the impact 
the project will have on communities holistically. What happens to access to a community resource 
that will not be displaced, but will be blocked by construction on its highway exit? Merely writing, the 
effects will be “either positive or negative” (4) is not enough. The Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 
Report should more thoroughly address the following: 

1. The economic, historic, health, and social effects of prior highway constructions that will be 
impacted by the NHHIP. This should include a thorough assessment of the impacts of flooding 
that have resulted from prior highway projects, as well as the potential impacts of flooding, 
especially to the 498 acres of highway in the Preferred Alternative that will be in the 100-year 
floodplain (9). 

2. A systemic analysis of the losses of community resources. What are the ripple effects of these 
losses? What is the effect of them together? 

3. In-depth analysis of the impacts the highway expansion will have on community assets and 
resources that will not be displaced. These assets and resources should be defined by 
residents. 

4. A thorough analysis of the potential impacts on displaced people, who may have to move up to 
3-5 miles as a result of this project. What does this do to family wealth? What is the effect on 
people's jobs, education, family and community connectedness, mental and physical health, 
commute, etc.? 

5. Assessment of the impacts of loss of housing affordability in the region caused by highway 
construction historically and expected. Where will residents go? What do they lose in the 
process?  

6. Assessment of the loss of property values as a result of TxDOT’s highway accessibility choices 
and proximity to the highway. 



 
7. A thorough analysis of the potential impacts on the changes in each individual bus stop and 

transit route during and after construction. 
a. There is no way to accuratley assses the impact of this change onpeople’s access to 

jobs and commute time, education, family and community connectedness, mental and 
physical health, etc.? 

b. As indicated on page 43, displacement of “bus stops could affect people that do not 
have access to automobiles or that are dependent on public transportation.” 
Paratransit should be arranged until replacement stops have been developed and 
properly communicated to regular users.  
 

8. A clear analysis of the impacts of changes in access on community assets located in 
neighborhoods abutting the highways. 
 

9. A clear analysis of the historic and expected impacts of the highway construction on movement 
through communities. Impacts on walkability, transit, bikeability, and safety. 
 

10. The impacts on the health of communities adjacent to the project that will be exposed to 
chemicals related to the construction project. TxDOT should go beyond stating that it will 
“implement spill prevention measures set by the storm water pollution prevention plan” (8). It 
should specify what those prevention measures are and give impacted communities the 
opportunities to review and revise the policies. Residents should know what materials are 
being used and what their potential health impacts are. Furthermore, the Draft Cumulative 
Impacts Technical Report should assess the impacts of industry growth as a result of the 
NHHIP. For example, the greater Houston area will need more concrete batch facilities to 
support the highway’s expansion. The health implications for the communities abuting these 
facilities are numerous including increase rates of asthma and other respiratory ailments as 
well as negative ocular impact.  Although the communities impacted by these facilities will not 
necessarily be displaced by the NHHIP, they will certainly be impacted.   
 

11. If these figures cannot be assessed thoroughly before the project, TxDOT should keep a record 
of these throughout and following the NHHIP so that the findings can be understood by 
communities that will be impacted by future highway projects. 
 

Recommendation 2: Language accessibility 

Houston is proudly the nation’s most diverse city, but its linguistic diversity has not been taken into 
account in the development of this program.  The following recommendations regarding language 
accessibility are mirror our comments on Community Impacts Assessment.   

○ The reports/website itself should be translated to Spanish, if not more languages. 
 



○ There should be simultaneous interpretation available at all public meetings; not just 
public hearings. 
 

○ If there was an express need for interpretation to Swahili and Haitian Creole at HHA 
meetings, they should have it at TxDOT meetings and in all TxDOT reports, etc 
 

○ TxDOT met with the owner and English-speaking brother to discuss the option of 
applying for advance acquisition of the property, among other topics” - they should 
have interpretation available if people can’t make informed decisions about their 
property in English.  
 

○ Reports should be translated to Spanish (and other languages) and readily available  
 

○ Public meetings should have simultaneous interpretation. 
 

○ Are they sending out multilingual notifications based on the neighborhoods they are 
displacing? If so, who is in charge of this process? Will their relocation counselors be 
multilingual? 

 
Recommendation 3: Address the climate crisis 
Houston is among the worst polluters in the world.  In 2014, it “emitted 34.3 million metric tonnes of 1

carbon dioxide equivalent.”  That year, 47% of Houston’s greenhouse gas emissions were caused by 2

transportation.  This pollution is having very real impacts on everyday Houstonians. Our highways give 3

way to pollution that increases the size of storms, which cause greater flooding, and threaten the 
immediate health of Houstonians daily. The NHHIP will likely increase the urban heat island effect, as 
well. Threatening the lives of TxDOT’s own workers. The impacts that this project will have on the 
climate crisis should be thoroughly outlined and assessed and residents should have the opportunity 
to decide if they want to contend with such climate impacts. TxDOT should provide thorough 
mitigation for the emissions caused by highway development historically and going forward. 
 
Recommendation 4: Further mitigation for displaced residents 
As the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report indicates on page 23, “Houston faces the third-worst 
housing shortage of the country’s 50 largest metropolitan areas.” Furthermore we are facing a housing 
and transportation affordability crisis comparable to cities like New York and Washington D.C.   4

 
According to the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, the Preferred Alternative would displace 
1,079 total residences, while “45 percent of the housing displacements are public and low-income 
housing developments” (39). This is 433 multi-family residential units and 486 public and low-income 

1 Greenhouse Gas Protocol for Cities Interactive Dashboard 
2 http://greenhoustontx.gov/climateactionplan/ 
3 http://greenhoustontx.gov/climateactionplan/ 
4 https://cbcny.org/research/rent-and-ride 

https://www.c40.org/other/gpc-dashboard
http://greenhoustontx.gov/climateactionplan/
http://greenhoustontx.gov/climateactionplan/
https://cbcny.org/research/rent-and-ride


housing multi-family residential units. This means renters will bear the brunt of the displacements. 
TxDOT should ensure that the following are universally available to all displaced people: 

1. The option for down payment assistance 
2. Help with finding new jobs 
3. Help enrolling children in new schools if applicable 
4. Transport to look at houses/apartments 
5. Rental application assistance 
6. Security deposit and pet deposit assistance 
7. One-on-one counselling with information about  
8. The opportunity to move to a place in the neighborhood of their choice or stay in their 

neighborhood and not be rent burdened  
9. Rental assistance  
10. A fair price for their home that allows them to relocate in the rapidly gentrifying project 

areas or an area of their choice and afford any increase in property taxes.   
11. Assistance clearing deeds 
12. Moving costs 
13. Replacement of displaced public housing units including those destroyed by Hurricane 

Harvey 
14. Construction of new, affordable housing with long-term (40+ year) affordability.  

 
Furthermore, TxDOT should: 

12. Identify its historic role in the loss of affordable housing and provide mitigation for those harms 
in the form of significant investment in affordable housing. TxDOT should not leave managing 
the affordability crisis to “planning initiatives and non-profit activities” (38). TxDOT has the 
responsibility to remedy the historic and present displacement and loss of affordable housing.  
 

13. Acknowledge the downstream effects of the displacement of public housing residents on rental 
properties available to section 8 tenants. While TxDOT indicates that “The displacement of 
[apartment] units would decrease the already limited housing supply for voucher holders” (39), 
it should further acknowledge that there will be new voucher holders from Kelly Village and 
Clayton homes entering the market. Because the voucher housing supply is already limited, 
TxDOT should fund development of housing that accepts section 8 vouchers.   
 

14. Address its cumulative impacts on Kelly Village. In the 1960s, when I-10 and US 59/I-69 were 
developed, Kelly Court (now Kelly Village) had access to neighborhood streets. Today, not only 
are tenants being displaced, but their health and safety are also being threatened on a daily 
basis because of their proximity to the highways. 
 

15. Ensure relocation of all of the before-Harvey public housing units and ensure long-term 
affordability. Displaced tenants should have the opportunity to move to a new location within 
their current neighborhood if they choose to. 
 



16. Specify what it means when it says, “TxDOT would appropriately mitigate the displacements 
caused by the proposed project in accordance with federal regulations and will continue to 
work with the HHA and representatives of other housing and community organizations to 
provide focused mitigation to lessen the problems of homelessness and affordable housing 
availability” (40).  

 
Recommendation 5: Further and deepen  community engagement in Segments 1 and 2 
 
Recommendation 6: Clarity and comprehensive mitigation measures 
When TxDOT writes “would be mitigated,” it is not specifying how. Therefore, it is difficult to make 
recommendations. However, from the mitigation that is specified, we recommend: 

17. More comprehensive measures. For example, TxDOT should go beyond paying people for what 
their properties cost; it should address the harm caused by uprooting whole families. 

18. TxDOT should mitigate prior damage to communities. For example, while “ the proposed 
improvements to I-10 would not create a new barrier in the Greater Fifth Ward” (4), TxDOT 
should mitigate the historic impacts of this barrier on the social, health, and economic well 
being of the Greater Fifth Ward. 

19. There should be efforts to re-employ people who lose their jobs as a result of the NHHIP. 
20. Flood mitigation should be thoroughly outlined. The Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 

Report indicates that “approximately 498 acres of existing and proposed right-of-way 
associated with the Preferred Alternative would traverse mapped 100-year floodplains” (9). 
Highways have already increased flooding. TxDOT should address its cumulative impacts by 
going beyond its commitment to “not alter the base flood elevations;” TxDOT should take 
whole neighborhoods out of the floodplain entirely. 
 

Recommendation 7: Center pedestrians, transit, and bikers 
Mitigation for impacts to pedestrians, transit, and bikers should center around their need. For example, 
acknowledging that some bus stops will be moved and that “during construction, access to bike routes 
could be limited or redirected” (5) is not enough.  

21. TxDot should acknowledge the systemic impacts of the relocation of “multiple bus stops 
located in high-minority and low-income Census areas” (7). These changes will impact how 
people get to and from work and school and ultimately their employability.  

22. TxDOT should address these downstream effects for all people whose transit is adversely 
impacted by the NHHIP. 

 
Recommendation 8: Mitigation for historic harms 
According to the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, “the project area largely comprises 
minority and/or low-income communities” (6). This is not an accident. As Richard Rothstein writes in 
his book, Color of Law, “in many cases, state and local governments, with federal acquiescence, 
designed interstate highway routes to destroy urban African American communities. Highway planners 
did not hide their racial motivations” (Rothstein 127). There is a legacy of highways destroying Black 
and Brown and low income communities.  

23. TxDOT should go beyond identifying the displacement of social services and churches.  



 
24. TxDOT should look at the whole picture and expand its definition of community resources and 

assets. TxDOT should understand and explain that the impacts all together have a greater 
effect than they do individually. TxDOT should address these harms. 
 

25. TxDOT should explain how highways have historically contributed to flooding and plan 
mitigation for those harms.  
 

26. TxDOT should supply additional replacement housing due to flooding beyond the already 
allocated CDBG-DR money. 
 

27. TxDOT should address its cumulative impacts on Kelly Village. In the 1960s, when I-10 and US 
59/I-69 were developed, Kelly Court (now Kelly Village) had access to neighborhood streets. 
Today, not only are tenants being displaced, but their health and safety are also being 
threatened on a daily basis because of their proximity to the highways. 
 

Conclusion 
As the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report indicates, “the efforts toward more sustainable 
development patterns have emerged as a result of federal regulation, disaster recovery and resilience, 
and regional and local policies. Relevant policies include the livable cities and complete communities 
initiatives, which call for multi-modal transportation options; better access to schools, jobs, and 
essential services; and walkable environments that may better serve residents, including low-income 
and/or zero car households”(40).  

28. TxDOT should align its efforts with these goals.  
 
Thank you for reading our comments. Please feel encouraged to reach out to us with any questions or 
clarification you have about the listed recommendations. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Zoe Middleton  
SE Texas Co-Director  
 
John Henneberger  
Co-Founder  
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Texas Housers 
EMAILED TO: HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov 
 

 

Comments on Draft Community Impacts Assessment 
 

About our Organization  
 

Founded in 1988, Texas Housers is a statewide policy advocacy organization that believes in the right of 
all Texans to experience the powerful sense of belonging that comes from a safe, healthy, and 
affordable home in the neighborhood of their choice.  Our advocacy also extends to equitable disaster 
recovery and issues of neighborhood quality.  The proposed expansion of I-45 impacts all areas of our 
work in Houston.   
 

Executive Summary  
 

● In these comments we’ve sought to do three things.  First, we want to register our clear 
disapproval of this project which would only continue this city’s dismal track record of putting 
pavement over people.  There is no formula that can quantify the value  of what ill-conceived 
projects like this have cost American cities.  Second, we’ve added context we feel this draft 
report is lacking by providing references to additional sources on Houston’s housing crisis and 
history of transit activism.  We encourage the project team to read, reflect, and respond to the 
bibliography and image appendix provided to demonstrate their sincere interest in crafting a 
project that works for Houstonians.   Third, we’ve requested clarity and offered 
recommendations on key points related to housing and quality of life should the project move 
forward under the preferred alternative.  

 
 

● Our comments fall under two broad categories: please clarify and recommendations.  In 
“please clarify” comments TxDoT is being asked to provide insight into its decision-making 
process and provide relevant data sets.  Items in the “please clarify” heading will be followed 
up with a TPIA request.   Texas Housers has offered “recommendations” based on TxDOT’s 
listed Preferred Alternative. Once again, it is our understanding that the best way to improve 
the project would be to scrap it altogether and develop modern transit solutions in close 
coordination with residents, METRO, the Harris County Toll Road Authority, and the City of 
Houston.   
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Methodology of Assessment 
 

3.1 Community Profile 
RECOMMENDATION 
Community profile should take into account changes over time and trends.  It’s necessary, but 
insufficient  to examine the current demographics as well as forecasted changes in 
communities impacted by the highway expansion.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The community profile should take into account the rich history of these neighborhoods.   By 
not taking history into account, this project risks making inexcusable mistakes. The history of 
displacement and disruption is long and deep in historically Black neighborhoods, like Fifth 
Ward, Independence Heights, and Third Ward.  The impacts of this expansion will compound 
upon the significant losses caused by prior highway construction. For example, the community 
profile should account for cultural, economic, and historic districts, like the historic ones on 
Jensen Drive and Nance Street, and the currently thriving cultural district on Lyons Ave in Fifth 
Ward. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The community profile as it currently stands also fails to account for the intimacy of knowledge 
that residents have of their communities.  Without performing rigorous qualitative data 
collection through community meetings held early and often or one-on-one conversations (of 
which there were only seven that influenced the report) there is no possible way TXDoT could 
come close to understanding what stands to be lost or what it means to people.  One example 
of this, is the loss of motels which serve as primary residences for many community members 
in Independence Heights who earn low-income.   

3.2 Land Use 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
What “natural” beneficial traits of the land ex: is there a swamp that acts as 

retention/detention.  
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PLEASE CLARIFY 
What are the “unnatural” beneficial traits of land use?  
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
What ‘bad land use actors’ (i.e. scrap metal recyclers, concrete batch plants, chemical facilities, 
electroplating facilities, petrochemical facilities)  will be displaced?  Will they return? If so, with 
what stipulations?  
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
What ‘good land use actors’ (i.e. parks, libraries, grocery stores, multiservice centers) will be 
displaced? Will they return? If so, with what incentives or stipulations?  
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
How is land use being coordinated with METRO’s plans for the future - rapid bus and light rail - 
in the project area?  Are there plans to incentivize mass transit use along the project area 
during and after the project  through the use of dedicated lanes for rapid bus transit or light rail 
along feeder roads etc.  
  

3.4.1 Residential displacements 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
Has a survey been conducted of all potentially displaced people determining their desire to 
exercise their right to return, where they’ll go in the meantime, the impacts on their 
employment and transit.  If not, why?   
 

- If a survey has been conducted, how have its results been reconciled with affordability 
concerns in the project area?   

 
- If a survey has been conducted, how have its results been reconciled with residential 

land-use projects planned in the project area?   
 

PLEASE CLARIFY 
How have the projected impacts of the displacements occurring in Project Segment XXX been 
reconciled with the projected impact of the  almost certain displacements from the nearby Rice 
ION development?  
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
How have the projected impacts of the displacements occurring in Project Segment XXX been 
reconciled with the projected impact of the displacements/decreasing affordability from East 
River development?   

 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
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Can you confirm that if a home is within 25 feet, but there parcel won’t be impacted, that home 
won't be displaced? 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
What is the loss of dedicated section  08 properties or properties housing tenants with housing 
choice vouchers? Will there be extra support for those with public benefits who are displaced? 
Studies indicate that because of the state of Texas’ souce of income discrimination voucher 
holders have a harder time using their benefit.   1

 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
There’s an exception on displacement for “a recently constructed townhome community” and 
a historic building. 

- Which standards were used to justify the exemption provided to the recently 
constructed townhome community?   
 

- Which historic building? Is Greater Mt. Olive also an exception? 
 
 

3.4.3 Availability of Residential and Business Spaces 
 

RECOMMENDATION  
Potential replacement housing was identified using comparable appraised values of homes 
being displaced, but the identification of replacement housing ought to include the following 
factors in addition to appraised value:  

- Access to public transit 
- Proximity to schools and other public resources 
- The 3-5 mile geographic area for replacement housing could take people all the way 

across Houston and impact peoples’ jobs, school enrollment, and family connectivity. 
That area is too big to be “comparable;” the displaced person should determine how 
far they are willing to move and TxDOT should accommodate those needs. 

- Same number of bedrooms  2

- Access to comprehensive healthcare services including family medicine and 
emergency medical services.  

RECOMMENDATION 
In the case that there is no comparable Decent, Safe and Sanitary housing available within the 
region that displaced people are looking for housing, TxDOT should build affordable housing 
there. 

1 Voucher holder/SOI discrimination and the need for for supportive programming including relocation 
counseling.  
2 Bedroom size can greatly impact the resale value of a home and have long standing impacts on 
generational wealth.  
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RECOMMENDATION  
The final list of factors used to identify potential replacement housing should include the 
above listed metrics and any additional factors uncovered during by City of Houston’s Planning 
Department during its community engagement meetings.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Using HCAD records to identify rental replacements for displaced tenants does not take into 
account the quality of these apartments. Given that renters bear the brunt of the residential 
displacements, TxDOT should go further to identify Decent, Safe, and Sanitary housing. If it is 
not able to find replacement rentals within the displaced person’s neighborhood, TxDOT 
should build such housing or fund modifications to apartment complexes that will bring the 
conditions up to a Decent, Safe, and Sanitary level. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
TxDOT should share publicly the comparable replacement single-family housing outcomes 
from the HAR 2019 website. 

Community Profile 

Table 4-2 
- Segment 1 is 87% non-white or Hispanic and that’s the segment that has had the least 

community engagement, the lack of  rigorous engagement with this community is 
unacceptable.  Why was outreach lacking in this project segment?   explain why it’s had the 
least community engagement.  
 
 

4.1.1.2  
- Again, approximately 51.7 % of the total pop in census tracts in  Seg 1 are LEP (98.9% Spanish) - 

that means they should have these reports in Spanish, etc.  Why is this report and other critical 
documents unavailable in Spanish? What is the process that a Spanish-speaking resident of 
segment 1 would have to go through to receive a copy of the report in Spanish?   

 

Table 4-4 
- 83.5% non-white or Hispanic 

 

Impacts of the Preferred Alternative 
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A consistent refrain from residents at community meetings convened by the City of Houston Planning 
Department was concern about flooding.  Section 5 which purports to discuss the impacts of the 
preferred alternative, but does not enumerate potential flood impacts.  This is a serious oversight and 
represents a failure to anticipate the most serious quality of life  concerns that residents have about 
this project.  
 
You can remedy this in your final draft Community Impact Statement by including a section on flooding 
as well as explaining how current traffic patterns would be impacted and denoted which comments 
were incorporated from the community meetings convened by the city.  
 

5.1 Displacements 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Using only one metric to measure housing stress is not sufficient. In addition to the sole metric 
TxDoT was planning on assessing (change in median home value)  multiple metrics should 
equally weighted and combined to form a score.  Those include the demolition of affordable 
housing, the expiration of tax credits for low-income housing tax credit properties, the number 
of new affordable homes created, the number of housing cost burdened (rent or mortgage) 
households.   
 
RECOMMENDATION  
Any compensation should account for the likely increase in property taxes in gentrifying areas. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
Construct replacement housing to address impacts over time (loss of housing on original 
constructions) 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
It is clear that there is a disproportionate impact on the historically Black neighborhood in Fifth 
Ward -- you should use the affordable housing $$ here and build housing to make up for 
previous harms -- over 1000 properties displaced in Fifth Ward as a result of I-10 and US 59/I-69  

 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
What, if any, resources are being dedicated to help undocumented residents who are being 
displaced find new housing?   
 
 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
Does TxDoT guarantee that neither it nor its employees will divulge the residency status of 
undocumented Houstonians displaced by the project to other governmental entities?  What 
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safeguards are in place to ensure these leaks don’t happen?  If those leaks do happen, how will 
TxDoT address them?   

 

5.1.2 
They’re following the URA and REal Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended. 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
The document states that, “No person would be displaced by the proposed project unless and 
until adequate replacement housing has already been provided or is in place” , please clarify 
what this  looks like? 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
TxDOT should go beyond following the URA and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 
The following should be universally available to all displaced people: 

1. The option for down payment assistance 
2. Help with finding new jobs 
3. Help enrolling children in new schools if applicable 
4. Transport to look at houses/apartments 
5. Rental application assistance 
6. Security deposit and pet deposit assistance 
7. One-on-one counselling with information about  
8. The opportunity to move to a place in the neighborhood of their choice or stay in their 

neighborhood and not be rent burdened  
9. Rental assistance  
10. A fair price for their home that allows them to relocate in the rapidly gentrifying project 

areas or an area of their choice and afford any increase in property taxes.   
11. Assistance clearing deeds 
12. Moving costs 
13. Replacement of displaced public housing units including those destroyed by Hurricane 

Harvey 
14. Construction of new, affordable housing with long-term (40+ year) affordability.  

 
 

5.1.2.2  
RECOMMENDATION 
TxDoT claims that “homeowners will receive a fair market value for their property”. Fair market 
value is wholly insufficient compensation given the metro area’s high (and rising) housing and 
transit cost which combine to make Houston more expensive than New York. We recommend 
compensation beyond fair market value and offer the standard set by the relocation of the 
Hillcrest in Corpus Christi as a starting point.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
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We know that Houston is notorious for substandard housing. For example, “twenty-eight 
percent of Houston’s apartment complexes do not [even] have an active Certificate of 
Occupancy.”  Therefore, in the case that TxDOT is unable to find DSS comparable housing, 3

TxDOT should fund its construction.   
 

PLEASE CLARIFY  
When will TxDOT conduct the group/program informational workshops listed on page 5-6, 
including first time homebuyer seminars, escrow process and title clearing, how to check your 
credit and improve your score, etc? How is TxDOT spreading the word about these programs? 
What entity is conducting them? 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
Some of these trainings take time to execute. TxDOT should already be running these trainings 
for all three segments of the project.  
 
PLEASE CLARIFY  
Houston is an increasingly unaffordable metropolitan area for low-to-moderate income 
renters. The project corridor is home to scores of “naturally occurring affordable housing”. 4

Given this fact, what does the following sentence from the Community Impact Assessment 
mean for renters: “TxDOT will determine the maximum payment available in accordance with 
established procedures”.  Please share the formula by which maximum payments will be 
determined. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
TxDOT should publish what it’s offering for each property publicly so that people can better 
advocate for themselves and be assured of equitable treatment.  

 
RECOMMENDATION  
The contracts and operating procedures of the entities providing individual advisory services 
for displaced people should be made available to the public in multiple languages spoken in 
the project corridor.  
 
RECOMMENDATION  
In addition to a fair market value for their property and reimbursement for moving costs, 
TxDOT should universally pay for transit costs incurred in looking for new housing, storage 
costs, and transitional/temporary housing costs if they are necessary.  TxDOT should specify 
the kinds of loan-related fees and costs that it will supplement (5-5).  
 
RECOMMENDATION  

3 
https://law.utexas.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/11/2018/02/2018-02-ECDC-ExecSum-HoustonApartment
s.pdf 
4 The GAP 2019  
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TxDoT should provide more than 90 days notice as it can take much longer than three months 
to identify suitable replacement housing.  Again, TxDoT should pay for transitional or 
temporary housing.  
 
RECOMMENDATION  
TxDOT should build/supply transitional housing and then guarantee its permanent 
affordability. Will be immediately available to displaced people. 

 

5.1.2.5 

RECOMMENDATION 
The report should assess the impacts of the 3 displaced bus stops on residents in and around 
Kelly Village, including their roles in commute times, access to jobs, access to schools, and 
family connectivity. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
The highways’ historic impacts on Kelly Village should be accounted for. Kelly Village abutted 
neighborhood streets before I-10 and US 59/I-69 were constructed. The construction of these 
highways significantly impacted how people moved around and into and out of the Greater 
Fifth Ward. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
TxDOT hasn’t engaged with public housing residents since 2017. TxDOT should be 
corresponding with residents on a regular basis to ensure that mitigation meets their needs. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Displaced public housing tenants should have the option to stay in the same neighborhood, 
keep their children in the same schools, and have similar access to public transit. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Displaced tenants should only have to move once. Therefore, replacement housing should be 
available at the time that tenants are displaced. 

5.2 Community Cohesion 
RECOMMENDATION   
TxDOT plans to connect the Heights to Near Northside and EaDo to Downtown, continuing to 
leave Fifth Ward with few connections to downtown. TxDOT should prioritize easy and 
pedestrian-friendly access to downtown for residents in EJ communities near downtown, like 
Fifth Ward and Third Ward. 

 
RECOMMENDATION   
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TxDOT should provide needed remediation to the site of the old Bruce Elementary school, 
where Goodwill Missionary Baptist Church will be relocating. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
I-10 changes will widen separation between north and south 5th Ward. This comes after a 
legacy of displacement and disruption. TxDoT should make up for this history by providing 
extra connections to downtown. TxDOT ought to read and give extra credence to super 
neighborhood, civic club and resident comments from the area.   

 
5.6.4 Summary of Noise Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Historically environmental justice communities experience higher levels of noise pollution. 
The expansion of I-45 will only add to this burden.    Equity in mitigating noise impacts should 
account for and offset historic harm.   

 
 
5.7 Air Quality and Community Resources (ask AAH) 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
TxDOT should analyse the air quality locally, specifically in neighborhoods surrounding the 
NHHIP; the department should not rely on data that is regional.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
TxDOT’s analysis should not assume that fuel economy standards will continue to 
increase because the EPA is currently dismantling its policies. 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
We recommend expanding the list of community resources beyond its current scope.  

5.9 Environmental Justice 

5.9.3.2  
“As indicated in Table 5-16, the potential effects of residential displacements could be expected to be 
more prevalent in the super neighborhoods of Northside/Northline, Independence Heights, Near 
Northside, Greater Fifth Ward, Downtown, Second Ward, and Greater Third Ward due to the relatively 
high number of displacements in these super neighborhoods if the project is constructed.” 
 
These are all predominantly Black and Brown neighborhoods with maybe the exception of Downtown. 
The NHHIP is continuing to perpetuate historic  environmental injustice in these communities. As 
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Richard Rothstein writes in The Color of Law, “in many cases, state and local governments, with federal 
acquiescence, designed interstate highway routes to destroy urban African American communities. 
Highway planners did not hide their racial motivations” (127). 
 

PLEASE CLARIFY 
Given that environmental justice communities are at greater risk of toxic exposures from 
construction how will they do extra to mitigate the excess of exposure in EJ communities? 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
In case of exposures due to the project what emergency procedures are in place?  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Using only one metric to measure housing stress is not sufficient. In addition to the sole metric 
TxDoT was planning on assessing (change in median home value), multiple metrics should be 
weighted and combined to form a score.  Those include the demolition of naturally occurring 
affordable housing, demolition of subsidized housing,  the expiration of tax credits for 
low-income housing tax credit properties, the number of new affordable homes created, the 
number of housing cost burdened (rent or mortgage) households.   

 
RECOMMENDATION 
According to section 5.9.3.7 monitors will only be up for a limited time,  This is insufficient given 
the long duration of the project . These monitors should stay mounted before, during, and after 
construction 

 

5.9.3.3  
RECOMMENDATION 
1:1 replacement, permanent affordability 

 

6 Mitigation and comments 
 

PLEASE CLARIFY  
Are the plans for mitigation detailed enough? Can we understand what the quality of life for 
people will be during and after construction? 

 

Appendix A: Stakeholder and Community Outreach 
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PLEASE CLARIFY 
What equity measures have been taken in stakeholder and community outreach? Who got to 
talk to TxDOt more?  How is feedback being taken?  For communities with less literacy in 
English or less comfort writing, how is their feedback being captured?   
 
PLEASE CLARIFY  
Are COH engagement meetings incorporated in this appendix?  If so, which ones?  

 
PLEASE CLARIFY  
On page 1-2, the document states, “TxDOT has addressed proactive efforts to ensure 
meaningful opportunities for public participation including activities to increase low income 
and minority participation”.  How has this been done?  

 
PLEASE CLARIFY  
What kind of “consensus-building” did they do around the North-Hardy Planning Studies? 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY  
Sending mailings to 4000-6000 residents is insignificant given the scope and the effect this will 
have on a city of 4 million. TxDOT should additionally conduct a widespread social marketing 
educational campaign that would give people a real understanding of how the project’s 
construction and outcomes will impact their everyday lives. Some examples of ways to reach a 
wider population are through billboards, at churches, on bus routes, and through online 
informational ads. 
 
A-26 “Public and low-income housing units are approximately 60 percent of the housing 
displacements in Seg 3” 

 

Table 1 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
Houston Downtown Management District met with TxDOT almost at least 3x more  any other 
management district -- notice that Greater Southeast Management District only had 4 meetings 
even though many apartment complexes will be displaced there; North Houston District had 
only 2 meetings even though a significant chunk of the businesses that will be affected are in 
segment 1 of the highway expansion in the Greater Greenspoint area.  Please explain the 
rationale behind and objectives for each meeting with the Houston Downtown Management 
District.   
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
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Super Neighborhoods along the route that didn’t meet with TxDOT that call for concern: 67 
(Greater Third Ward), 63 (Second Ward), 51 (Northside Village), 45 (Northside/Northline), 13 
(Independence Heights), 2 (Greater Greenspoint) - Some of these areas are covered by 
meetings with civic clubs, but Greater Greenspoint is definitely left out.  While we are 
concerned by the failure of TxDoT to meet with all of the above-listed civic clubs we 
understand that some engagement was done with civic clubs in those areas, however Greater 
Greenspoint was decidedly left out.  Please clarify why and how Greater Greenspoint was 
excluded.   
 
Businesses or business groups are meeting with TxDoT on a much more regular basis. 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
Why hasn’t TxDoT met with County Commissioners and County Judge? 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
The Community Impact Assessment indicates that TxDoT only had 7 meetings with individuals, 
despite the many thousands that will be impacted by this project.  Please describe the nature 
of the meetings with all seven individuals, including their names and job titles, and if they’d 
had previous professional interactions with TxDoT.   

 

Limited English Proficiency and Accessibility 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
The reports/website itself should be translated to Spanish, if not more languages 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
There should be simultaneous interpretation available at all public meetings; not just public 
hearings 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
If there was an express need for interpretation to Swahili and Haitian Creole at HHA meetings, 
they should have it at TxDOT meetings and in all TxDOT reports, etc 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
TxDOT met with the owner and English-speaking brother to discuss the option of applying for 
advance acquisition of the property, among other topics” - they should have interpretation 
available if people can’t make informed decisions about their property in English 
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5.10 Limited English Proficiency 
 

PLEASE CLARIFY 
Are they sending out multilingual notifications based on the neighborhoods they are 
displacing? If so, who is in charge of this process? Will their relocation counselors be 
multilingual? 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Reports should be translated to Spanish (and other languages) and readily available  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Public meetings should have simultaneous interpretation. 

 
 

Appendix B: Design Changes Resulting from Stakeholder Input 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Stakeholder input had a heavy emphasis on downtown business interests. TxDOT should 
thoroughly consult with each of the listed environmental justice communities to ensure that it 
will make changes that benefit the interests of those most exposed to the harms that have 
resulted from prior highway construction and will result from the construction associated with 
the NHHIP. 
 

Appendix G: Exhibits and Data Table for Potential Displacements and Taxes 
- Table G-1 

 
 
 

Tables 

5-1 Total Displacements in Project Area  
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
How many of the multi-family and single family displacements impact protected classes?  
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5-2 Multi-family, Single-family, and Occupancy Type for Residential 
Displacements 
 
PLEASE CLARIFY 
Renters, especially renters living in multifamily apartments will be disproportionately impacted by this 
move please explain if and how this disproportionate impact was reconciled in the development of the 
preferred alternative. 
 

5-4 Residential Property for Sale Compared to Number of Displacements in 
Search Areas 

5-5 Single-Family Residential Properties for Lease 

 

5-6 Multi-Family Units for Rent or Lease 
 
 

5-7 Clayton Home and Kelly Village Impacts 
 
WE RECOMMEND 
TxDoT should replace with 1:1 units before Harvey and permanent public housing 
 
WE RECOMMEND 
Given Houston’s affordability crisis, TxDoT  should preserve affordability long-term through meaningful 
planned giving to area CDC and CRCs that invest in housing for those making below 30% of area media 
income. 
 

5-16 Residential Displacements in Environmental Justice Neighborhoods  

5-17 Housing Values in Environmental Justice Super Neighborhoods 
PLEASE CLARIFY 

15 



 

As shown in Table 5-17, the environmental  justice communities exhibiting the strongest indications of 
affordable housing problems (as measured by the sole and insufficient indicator selected by TxDoT) are 
Independence Heights, Greater Third Ward, Fifth Ward, Second Ward and Near Northside (the top four, 
in descending order).  Since, “ in consideration of the impacts of the Preferred Alternative, TxDOT 
intends to support affordable housing initiatives in those communities most affected” please clarify 
how TxDOT will support affordable housing initiatives, if this support is in good faith or codified in 
contract agreement with relevant entities, how deep the affordability will be.  If support is being 
provided for “hard units” of housing please share unit characteristics, affordability,  and location.  

5-18 Community Facilities and Businesses Utilized by Environmental Justice 
Populations 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS  
Many seniors rely on METRO and METRO Lift services for mobility, TXDoT must collaborate both with 
the operators of Pecan Grove and METRO to ensure continuity of service.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
AVANCE Training Center should receive a relocation counselor without having to make a formal 
request and that counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible location(s) 
nearby.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Given that Casa Quetzal is a detention center for migrant children and that the owner/operator 
Southwest Key has not shown itself to be a good steward of the children detained, we recommend that 
child advocates be involved in relocation discussions.   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS  
Yen Huong Bakery should receive a relocation counselor without having to make a formal request and 
that counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible location(s) nearby.  Given that 
the property owner has limited English proficiency TxDoT should ensure that the relocation counselor 
is competent in the property owner’s preferred language or provide interpretation services for all 
interactions and important documents.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

TxDoT should coordinate with the operators of Woodland Christian Towers and METRO to ensure clear 
communication to residents about changes in service.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

TxDoT should coordinate with the operators of La Michoacana Meat Market (grocery store) and METRO to 
ensure clear communication to patrons  about changes in service.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
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TxDoT should coordinate with the operators of El Rancho Supermercado (grocery store) and METRO to ensure 
clear communication to patrons  about changes in service.  
 
RECOMMENDATION
TxDoT should coordinate with the operators UT Health Women Infants Children (WIC) Program 
(Greenspoint Clinic) to provide paratransit between the displaced stop and the clinic.  This will reduce 
risk to patients who may be made to walk a longer distance with small children or while ill as a result of 
the elimination of an adjacent bus stop.  

RECOMMENDATION
As with Pecan Grove, the residents of the Law Harrington Senior Living may rely on METRO and METRO 
Lift services for mobility, TXDoT must collaborate both with the operators of Law Harrington Senior 
Living  and METRO to ensure continuity of service. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Rebuilding of the Tenemos Place Apartments should be a 1:1 rebuilding.  

RECOMMENDATION
SEARCH Homeless Services  receive a relocation counselor without having to make a formal request 
and that counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible location(s) nearby.  

RECOMMENDATION 
Fatima House should  receive a relocation counselor without having to make a formal request and that 
counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible location(s) nearby.  

RECOMMENDATION 
Goodwill Missionary Baptist Church should receive a relocation counselor without having to make a 
formal request and that counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible 
location(s) nearby.  

RECOMMENDATION 
Loaves and Fishes Magnificat Houses Ministries  should receive a relocation counselor without having 
to make a formal request and that counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible 
location(s) nearby.  

RECOMMENDATION 
Helping Hands Charity should  receive a relocation counselor without having to make a formal request 
and that counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible location(s) nearby.  

RECOMMENDATION 
Greater Mount Olive Missionary Baptist Church should receive a relocation counselor without having to 
make a formal request and that counselor should take pains to help them locate a transit-accessible 
location(s) nearby.  
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RECOMMENDATION
Given the historical significance of the following locations as community centers it is our 
recommendation that the project be amended to prevent their displacement: Goodwill Missionary 
Baptist Church, Greater Mount Olive Missionary Baptist Church, Kim Son, Faith Tabernacle Church, 
Centro Cristiano Church, Iglesia Evangelica Vida.  

6-1 Mitigation and Commitments Required by Policy/Regulation 
See comments on Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. 

6-2 Mitigation and Commitments Not Required by Policy/Regulations 
See comments on Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. 

6-3 Other Beneficial Commitments 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
We appreciate the development of a stormwater detention facility from the Love’s Truck Stop and 
recommend that in the development of this facility TXDoT remediate harmful residue  from years of 
trucking activity.   
 
 

Image Appendix  
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An image from the Kim Son Jefferson location which the preferred alternative will displace.  Source: 
Kim Son Website  

 
Images from Miguel Gutierrez Jr. /Texas Tribune depicting “naturally occurring” affordable housing, 
subsidized public housing, and a church all due to be demolished during the construction of the 
preferred alternative.  

Bibliography and Recommended Reading  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:51 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Comments on NHHIP Cumulative and Community
Attachments: Comments on Draft Cumulative Impacts .pdf; Draft Community Impacts Comments.pdf

For the record – Texas Housers comments  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:25 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on NHHIP Cumulative and Community 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Zoe Middleton   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 4:51 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments on NHHIP Cumulative and Community 
 
Attached please find Texas Housers' comments on the NHHIP's draft cumulative impacts and community impacts 
assessments.  Please confirm receipt of both PDFs and let us know if anyone within TxDoT has any questions, we are 
happy to walk your agency through our comments.   
 
Best,  
Zoe Middleton (she/her) | Houston and Southeast Texas Co-Director  

 
231.2503104 call | text 
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prevented 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 11:10 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Subject: FW: METRO's Review Comments Covering NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment (CIA) 

and Draft Cumulative Impacts technical reports
Attachments: METROs NHHIP CIA and Cumulative report review cmts 020620.pdf

Comments from METRO  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:18 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: METRO's Review Comments Covering NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment (CIA) and Draft Cumulative 
Impacts technical reports 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Susan Jaworski   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:15 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: susan.theiss@txdot.gov; Roberto Trevino  Clint Harbert 

; Ujari Mohite  
Subject: METRO's Review Comments Covering NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment (CIA) and Draft Cumulative 
Impacts technical reports 
 
METRO appreciates the opportunity to provide the attached comments on both the NHHIP Community Impacts 
Assessment Technical Report and the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical report.  We look forward to our continued 
collaboration on the NHHIP to ensure the project provides a variety of safe and reliable travel options for the greater 
Houston region. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or if we can be of assistance. 
 
Regards, 
 
Susan Jaworski, AICP 
Sr. Transit Planner 
System Planning 
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P:  713.739.6092 
E:    
 
 
METRO| Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County 
1900, Main, Houston, TX 77002 
www.ridemetro.org  
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February 6, 2020 

Ms. Sue Theiss, P.E. 
Director of Project Development 
Houston District 
P.O. Box 1386 
Houston, Texas 77251-1386 
RE: North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP) 
Community Impacts Assessment and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 
Reports 
Dear Ms. Theiss: 
The Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO) 
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Community 
Impacts Assessment (CIA) and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 
Reports as part of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
(NHHIP) Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Our comments 
are included on the attached comment forms with our primary comments 
listed below: 

• Alternative HOV lanes should be provided when NHHIP 
construction causes the temporary closure of existing HOV lanes. 
Shoulder diamond lanes or other short-term solutions should be 
explored until the Managed Express (MaX) lanes are complete. 

• Segment 3 of the project will have a significant effect on how 
commuter buses access Downtown. The existing HOV ramps 
need to remain open until the new ramps or access points are 
available. 

• The notification procedures and timelines for stop relocations in 
the CIA should be consistent with the procedures METRO is 
working with TxDOT to include in the Design-Build specifications. 

• The short- and long-term operational impacts caused by the 
interruption of the Red Line service at the Wheeler Station and 
the Green/Purple Line service at the EaDo/Stadium need to be 
identified. 

• The CIA notes that the alteration of the transit center at the 
Wheeler Station will limit bus capacity and operation until a 
permanent solution is implemented; however, there is no 
recommended remedy for mitigating the limited capacity. 

• Indirect and cumulative impacts of the project include the 
disruption of transit service causing users to find alternative 
means to reach their destinations, potentially contributing to 
automobile traffic or being unable to make their trip altogether. 

Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas 
1900 Main • P.O. Box 61429 • Houston, Texas 77208-1429 • 713-635-4000 • RideMETRO.org 
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February 6, 2020

Ms. Sue Theiss, P.E.
Director of Project Development
Houston District
PO. Box 1386
Houston, Texas 77251-1386
RE: North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP)
gammunity Impacts Assessment and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical

epons

Dear Ms. Theiss:

The Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO)
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Community
Impacts Assessment (CIA) and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical
Reports as part of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project
(NHHIP) Final Environmental Impact Statement (FE/S). Our comments
are included on the attached comment forms with our primary comments
listed below:

0 Alternative HOV lanes should be provided when NHHIP
construction causes the temporary closure of existing HOV lanes.
Shoulder diamond lanes or other short-tenn solutions should be
explored until the Managed Express (MaX) lanes are complete.

0 Segment 3 of the project will have a significant effect on how
commuter buses access Downtown. The existing HOV ramps
need to remain open until the new ramps or access points are
available.

0 The notification procedures and timelines for stop relocations in
the CIA should be consistent with the procedures METRO is
working with TxDOT to include in the Design-Build specifications.

0 The short- and long-term operational impacts caused by the
interruption of the Red Line service at the Wheeler Station and
the Green/Purple Line service at the EaDo/Stadium need to be
idenfified.

o The CIA notes that the alteration of the transit center at the
Wheeler Station will limit bus capacity and operation until a
permanent solution is implemented; however, there is no
recommended remedy for mitigating the limited capacity.

0 Indirect and cumulative impacts of the project include the
disruption of transit service causing users to find alternative
means to reach their destinations, potentially contributing to
automobile traffic or being unable to make their trip altogether.

‘ Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
1900 Main - R0. Box 61429 - Houston, Texas 77208-1429 - 713-635-4000 ' RideMETRO.org



Mitigation measures to reduce the disruption of transit service 
should be addressed in the FEIS. 

o Providing temporary bus bridge service while METRORail 
lines are interrupted will require additional buses and 
storage capacity. 

o Additional operating costs will be incurred to provide bus 
bridges, as well as detouring existing bus routes. Those 
costs need to be addressed. 

METRO recognizes the unique nature of this project and its potential for 
temporary and permanent impacts on regional transportation. The 
typical prescriptive approach to identifying the environmental effects of 
the project may not fully address all of METRO's needs. The project will 
impact all of the bus routes and rail lines that pass through or terminate 
in Downtown. As such, the analysis within the tech report should be 
tailored to include and discuss operational impacts to the regional 
transportation system, including transit. 

Maintaining and even enhancing transit services during construction will 
allow transit to serve as a mitigation to construction impacts, instead of 
an impact to be mitigated. We propose that parallel streets into the CBD 
be kept open while others are under construction. To offer the greatest 
flexibility to HOV traffic, we recommend that as many access points to 
the regional HOV Lane network be maintained as possible. 

METRONext, our long-range transit plan, includes two-way Express Bus 
and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service in multiple corridors. Allowing for 
flexible MaX lane access and space for future BRT stations will be vital 
to successfully implementing transit service to the regional employment 
centers and airports. For this reason, the proposed Inner Katy managed 
lanes should also be addressed in the designs. 

METRO looks forward to our continued collaboration on the NHHIP to 
ensure that the project provides a variety of safe and reliable travel 
options for the greater Houston region. Feel free to contact me at 713- 
739-3713 with any questions you may have. 

Sincerely, 

~- 
~ 
Manager of Capital Planning & Project Coordination 

Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas 
1900 Main• P.O. Box 61429 • Houston, Texas 77208-1429 

713-635-4000 • RideMETRO.org 

Mitigation measures to reduce the disruption of transit service
should be addressed in the FEIS.

0 Providing temporary bus bridge service while METRORail
lines are interrupted will require additional buses and
storage capacity.

0 Additional operating costs will be incurred to provide bus
bridges, as well as detouring existing bus routes. Those
costs need to be addressed.

METRO recognizes the unique nature of this project and its potential for
temporary and permanent impacts on regional transportation. The
typical prescriptive approach to identifying the environmental effects of
the project may not fully address all of METRO’s needs. The project will
impact all of the bUs routes and rail lines that pass through or terminate
in Downtown. As such, the analysis within the tech report should be
tailored to include and discuss operational impacts to the regional
transportation system, including transit. ‘
Maintaining and even enhancing transit services during construction will
allow transit to serve as a mitigation to construction impacts, instead of
an impact to be mitigated. We propose that parallel streets into the CBD
be kept open while others are under construction. To offer the greatest
flexibility to HOV traffic, we recommend that as many access points to
the regional HOV Lane network be maintained as possible.
METRONext, our long-range transit plan, includes two-way Express Bus
and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service in multiple corridors. Allowing for
flexible Max lane access and space for future BRT stations will be vital
to successfully implementing transit service to the regional employment
centers and airports. For this reason, the proposed Inner Katy managed
lanes should also be addressed in the designs.
METRO looks fonNard to our continued collaboration on the NHHIP to
ensure that the project provides a variety, of safe and reliable travel
options for the greater Houston region. Feel free to contact me at 713-
739-3713 with any questions you may have.

Sincerely,

Ujari hite
Manager of Capital Planning & Project Coordination

Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
1900 Main 0 PO. Box 61429 0 Houston, Texas 77208—1429

713-635-4000 - RideMEl'RO.org



*Enclosures (Community Impact Assessment comments & Cumulative Impact 
Technical Report comments) 

Cc: Roberto Trevino, P.E. , Executive Vice President Planning, Engineering and 
Construction 
Clint Harbert, AICP, Vice President, System and Capital Planning 
Susan Jaworski, METRO 

Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas 
1900 Main • P.O. Box 61429 • Houston, Texas 77208-1429 

713-635-4000 • RideMETRO.org 

*Enclosures (Community Impact Assessment comments & Cumulative Impact
Technical Report comments)

Cc: Roberto Trevino, P.E., Executive Vice President Planning, Engineering and
Construction
Clint Harbert, AICP, Vice President, System and Capital Planning
Susan Jaworski, METRO

Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas
1900 Main 0 PO. Box 61429 - Houston. Texas 77208-1429 ,‘

713-635-4000 . RideMEl‘RO.org



North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP) DEIS 

Community Impact Assessment comments 

B. Scott Barker, 1/20/2020 

Page Line/Feature Text Comment 
4-21 4.6.1 Description of transit facilities in Show the HOV lanes in the radial 

corridor corridors and how they connect 
to Downtown should be 
mentioned. 

5-33 Fig 5-11 Northside/Northline Super Show METRORail Red Line 
Neighborhood Stations 

5-51 Fig 5-17 Near Northside Super Show METRORail Red Line 
Neighborhood Stations 

5-71 Fig 5-28 Downtown Super Neighborhood Show METRORail Stations 
5-75-79 No mention of effects project has Describe how project alters bus 

on transit connectivity and and rail service and access 
access 

5-88 Fig 5-32 Second Ward Super Show METRORail Green Line 
Neighborhood Stations 

5-95 Fig 5-36 Greater Third Ward Super Show METRORail Purple Line 
Neighborhood Stations 

5-177 Lines 28,29 METRO would need two to three Be consistent with D-B contract 
weeks notice from TxDOT to terms 
close a bus stop and install a 
temporary stop 

5-177 Line 29,30 METRO would need more than Be consistent with D-B contract 
three weeks notice from TxDOT terms 
to alter a bus route 

5-178 Line 12 METRO would notify riders one Be consistent with D-B contract 
week in advance of bus stop terms 
closures ..... 

5-178,179 Se. 5.4.1.1 General Removal of HOV direct 
connectors from IH 45 MaX 
lanes to I H 10 Express lanes and 
Quitman HOV entrance limits 
future HOV and transit 
opportunities to Uptown and 
Energy Corridor. 

The report needs to discuss the 
loss of connectivity and commit 
to providing direct access during 
final desiqn. 

5-179, 180 Number of bus stops affected by METRO Service Planning and 
project Bus Operations to confirm 

displaced bus stops 
5-180 Line 32-34 Rail service at the Wheeler Temporary construction impacts 

transit center would not be would be significant: interruption 
impacted ... of service, loss of ridership, 

increased operating costs. 

/ 

j 
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Description of transit facilities in
clfltwmwa r} ‘W' ~

Show the HOV lanes In the radial
corridor corridors and how they connect

to Downtown should be
mentioned.

5-33 Fig 5-11 Northside/Northline Super Show METRORail Red Line
Neiflaorhood Stations

5-51 Fig 5-17 Near Northside Super Show METRORail Red Line
Neighborhood Stations

5-71 @ 5-28 Downtown Super Neighborhood Show METRORail Stations
5-75-79 No mention of effects project has Describe how project alters bus

on transit connectivity and and rail service and access
access _

5-88 Fig 5—32 Second Ward Super Show METRORail Green Line
Neighborhood Stations

5-95 Fig 5-36 Greater Third Ward Super Show METRORail Purple Line
Neighborhood Stations

5-177 Lines 28,29 METRO would need two to three Be consistent with DB contract
weeks notice from TxDOT to terms
close a bus stop and install a
temporary stop

5-177 Line 29,30 METRO would need more than Be consistent with D-B contract
three weeks notice from TxDOT terms
to alter a bus route

5-178 Line 12 METRO would notify riders one Be consistent with D-B contract
week in advance of bus stop terms
closures .....

5-1 78,179 Se. 5.4.1.1 General Removal of HOV direct
connectors from IH 45 MaX
lanes to IH 10 Express lanes and
Quitman HOV entrance limits
future HOV and transit
opportunities to Uptown and
Energy Corridor.

The report needs to discuss the
loss of connectivity and commit
to providing direct access during
final design.

5-179,180 Number of bus stops affected by METRO Service Planning and
project Bus Operations to confirm

displaced bus stops
5-180 Line 32-34 Rail service at the Wheeler Temporary construction impacts

transit center would not be would be significant: interruption
impacted... of service, loss of ridership,

increased operating costs.



North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP) DEIS 

5-181 Lines 1, 2 Reduced access to local streets Long term impacts could be 
affects the optimal us of the significant if TC capacity and 
property and could limit future restricted to less than current 
high capacity opportunities. capacity. Access and circulation 

need to be preserved. 
6-2 Table 6-1, Notify riders at least one week in Coordination with METRO to 

Row6 advance of relocation or closure ensure sufficient notice is 
provided 

6-8 Table 6-2, Coordinate at least one week in Coordination with METRO to 
Row8 advance of any closures ... ensure sufficient notice is 

provided 
6-14 Table 6-3, Add dedicated bus/HOV lane to Multiple points of access to 1-10 

Row 16 the 1-10 express lanes with direct and 1-45 HOV lanes needed to 
access to Smith Street and ensure alternatives in the event 
Louisiana Street to replace of an incident blocking ramps. 
Downtown HOV Connector 

At a minimum, the same number 
of access points need to be 
maintained. 

Appendix F Transit facilities and affected Show METRORail stations and 
stops indicate affected stations 
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5-181 Lines 1, 2 Reduced access to local streets Long term impacts could be
affects the optimal us of the significant if TC capacity and
property and could limit future restricted to less than current
high capacity opportunities. capacity. Access and circulation

need to be preserved.
6-2 Table 6-1, Notify riders at least one week in Coordination with METRO to

Row 6 advance of relocation or closure ensure sufficient notice is
provided

6-8 Table 6-2, Coordinate at least one week in Coordination with METRO to
Row 8 advance of any closures... ensure sufficient notice is

provided
6-14 Table 6-3, Add dedicated bus/HOV lane to Multiple points of access to MD

Row 16 the MO express lanes with direct and M5 HOV lanes needed to
access to Smith Street and ensure alternatives in the event
Louisiana Street to replace of an incident blocking ramps.
Downtown HOV Connector

At a minimum, the same number
of access points need to be
maintained.

Appendix F Transit facilities and affected Show METRORail stations and
indicate affected stationsstops



North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP) DEIS 

Cumulative Impact Technical Report comments 

B. Scott Barker, 1/24/2020 

Paae Line/Feature Text Comment 
7,8 Table 1 1-45 is an established interstate Disruption of service during 

Transportation that is highly interconnected with construction and reduction of 
facilities multi-modal transportation access to the HOV network 

facilities throughout the City of could have indirect and 
Houston; therefore, substantial cumulative effects throughout 
adverse encroachment alteration service area, by increasing 
impacts to transportation travel times and decreasing 
facilities would not be safety. 
anticipated. This should be addressed within 

the revised tech report and 
FEIS. 

43 12-19 Acknowledgement that project Disruption of service for during 
would affect transit and transit construction is a direct impact, 
dependent populations. but the change in travel patterns 

from diminished service could be 
come a long term indirect 
impact. 
If jobs displaced or employment 
opportunities become limited 
during construction, long term 
indirect impacts could result. 
These impacts should be 
discussed within the tech report 
and FEIS. 

43 25 " ... improving mobility and METRO is concerned that 
circulation on local streets in the limited access to HOV system 
Downtown area." and ramp relocations will limit 

mobility, increase operating 
costs, and increase congestion 
at access points. 
METRO requests multiple 
access points for redundancy to 
aid in traffic control, ensure 
functionality of emergency 
evacuation routes, and 
improvement of travel times. · 
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l-45 Is an establIshed interstate
that Is highly interconnected with
multi-modal transportation
facilities throughout the City of
Houston; therefore, substantial
adverse encroachment alteration
impacts to transportation
facilities would not be
anticipated.

Disruption of service durIng
construction and reduction of
access to the HOV network
could have indirect and
cumulative effects throughout
service area, by increasing
travel times and decreasing
safety.
This should be addressed within
the revised tech report and
FEIS.

43 12-19 Acknowledgement that project
would affect transit and transit
dependent populations.

Disruption of service for during
construction is a direct impact,
but the change in travel patterns
from diminished service could be
come a long term indirect
impact.
lfjobs displaced or employment
opportunities become limited
during construction, long term
indirect impacts could result.
These impacts should be
discussed within the tech report
and FEIS.

43 25 . . improving mobility and
circulation on local streets in the
Downtown area.”

METRO is concerned that
limited access to HOV system
and ramp relocations will limit
mobility, increase operating
costs, and increase congestion
at access points.
METRO requests multiple
access points for redundancy to
aid in traffic control, ensure
functionality of emergency
evacuation routes, and
improvement of travel times. -



From: Terri Dedhia
To: Nicolle Kord; Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Jeff Simpler
Subject: FW: I45 Expansion
Date: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 12:17:37 PM

Comment on CIA tech report
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 12:08 PM
To: Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: I45 Expansion
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 

From: Henry Morris  
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 11:49 AM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: I45 Expansion
 
I am appalled that there is a 545-report that I have to sift through in order to properly
understand just how much damage this project is going to do to underserved communities.
 
I would urge TxDOT to reconsider this entire project and start thinking progressively about
what their agenda is doing to the environment and to at-risk people in our city.
 
Best,
 
---
Henry Morris
Development & Communications
Houston Bike Share
m. 713.205.2247 | o. 713.865.3662

 

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Nicolle.Kord@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:Ashley@coxmclain.com
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov


https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwMFAg&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=_luR324RjWC6hysgomKYYHynmRUTU1QX6b5cTcBISHU&s=jE2kQ8Znhv0krUFtXS1BvD-do-eV112IeDAFjBqQSVA&e=


1

Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:10 PM
To: Christine Bergren; Matthews, Patty
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin
Subject: FW: Request for Information regarding North Houston Highway Improvement Project

I’m going to need some help responding to this request…  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:06 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Request for Information regarding North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Shannon Morrison   
Sent: Saturday, January 11, 2020 11:29 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Request for Information regarding North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
To Whom It May Concern –  
 
I am trying to understand the history of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project, from the identification of 
need and the original scope in the North-Hardy Planning Studies to its current scope and plan detailed in Final EIS – Draft 
Technical Reports December, 2019.   Can you provide me with a document or set of documents that will take me from 
the original planning study in 2005 to its current plan?  I would like to understand how NHHIP transitioned from a 
project to improve traffic flow between downtown Houston and areas north (essentially Segment 1 and Segment 2) to 
its current project scope (Segments 1, 2 and 3).  Specifically, where are the documents that identify and justify the need 
to expand the scope to Segment 3?   
 
Thank you for your consideration of this request, 
Shannon Morrison 
713.802.0187 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
Date: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:02:14 AM

For the record
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:40 AM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 
From: michael moritz  
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 7:16 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
To whom it may concern:
 
The largest infrastructure project of our generation needs to be designed for the people who live
near it and use it daily. Lets give all neighborhoods and socioeconomic groups the same equity in this
design. Please heed the suggestions proposed by the community through the Make I-45 Better
coalition.
 
TXDOT is the department of transportation, not the department of automobiles. Lets make sure this
design encompasses efficient, accessible, climate friendly transportation for all neighborhoods.
 
Sincerely,
Michael, Houston resident and transit user. 

 

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
mailto:jsalinas@HNTB.com
mailto:Roy.Knowles@aecom.com
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwMGaQ&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=OJvCBGEmP0Pl38wvQDnrBn9N-A_VXnAzcwt3pHH5O9s&s=j1Q4wajUmEBvuq3ld40f1i7PfjcscMHnQZP9W62UiAo&e=
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 9:55 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy; 

Denetia Robinson; Danny Perez
Subject: FW: NHHIP

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:38 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Bette Moser   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 8:10 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Hello - I wanted to let you know as a resident of EaDo, I am very much in favor of the NHHIP project, specifically 
Segment Three, as that impacts the area in which I live.  I think combining the freeways, putting them underground and 
"capping" them is a great solution, one that will benefit both city transportation and the east side of downtown, in the 
long run. 

 
 
Bette Moser 
505 Bastrop St, Unit 303, Houston, TX 77003 
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713.256.7120 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:54 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP comments - letter of support

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:38 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP comments - letter of support 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: hussain nathoo   
Sent: Sunday, January 19, 2020 6:59 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP comments - letter of support 
 
Hello,  
 
I’m writing to let you know I support the NHHIP project. I believe the project will open up the urban areas of the city to 
more progressive developments that will piggy back on the improved infrastructure.  
 
Regards,  
--  
Hussain Nathoo 
 
Cell: 832-264-3680 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:48 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Comments on I-45 expansion Cumulative Impacts Assessment and Technical Report

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:20 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on I-45 expansion Cumulative Impacts Assessment and Technical Report 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Mary Natoli   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 5:46 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments on I-45 expansion Cumulative Impacts Assessment and Technical Report 
 
Hello TxDOT, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Cumulative Impacts Technical Report and the Community 
Impact Assessment for the proposed I-45 expansion project. I am writing to express my strong opposition to 
the project and explain my concerns. 
 
I am a young Houstonian and have lived in Houston for almost six years-- the majority of my adult life. Houston 
is the first place away from my childhood home that I have put down roots, and I feel extremely attached to 
this city and hopeful for its future. I want others to experience the wonderful city that I am proud to call 
home, and I want them to experience many opportunities here just as I have. I do not want Houston families 
who have been here for generations, often in the same areas that have been negatively impacted by highway 
projects for decades, to be displaced in favor of alleged improvements for suburban commuters.  
 
The proposed alternative improves very little upon TxDOT’s original plans. The project is simply out of line 
not only the Houston Climate Action Plan and Mayor Turner’s stated goals, but also with what my generation 
wants in a city. Being involved in recruitment for my PhD program over the past five years has given me first-
hand experience of seeing what young adults are interested in. Despite the strong draw of Rice’s academics, 
not wanting to be reliant upon a car is a reason we hear every year from potential talented students that 
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decide to accept offers in other, less car-dependent cities. Car dependency is also a key reason many who do 
come to Rice move elsewhere after they graduate. Most talented students have both opportunities in Houston 
and elsewhere to start the next step of their career; making a choice to invest in highways is guaranteed to 
make Houston less attractive in the eyes of these individuals. 
 
Multiple research studies on young adults ages 18-35 back this up.  A recent study concluded that young adults 
favor living in central urban neighborhoods significantly more than previous generations did at the same stages 
in life. What matters most for those aged 25-34 and 35-44 is access to transit. A study by Arity reported that 
more than half of adults between the ages of 22 and 37 say a car is not worth the money spent on maintenance 
and that they would rather be doing something other than driving. Preferences of my peers will drive our 
society for two generations. Where this generation chooses to live will have a lasting impact on which places 
grow, which places stagnate, and which decline. There is great untapped demand for alternatives to driving. 
In order to lock in and maintain the younger generation, Houston needs to invest in transit, NOT roads. Car 
dependency and highways are dangerous, outdated and will be solidly a notion of the past by the time the 
massive project is completed. While other cities are taking down highways, Houston should not be the one 
building more. Houston is known to be innovative, but this is not innovative; instead it is simply outdated, 
and it is not going to bring prosperity to the city. 
 
TxDOT, and Houston as a whole, will not be looked on favorably in a national light if the proposed I-45 
expansion project moves forward. It has already received the following, often nationwide, negative press and 
criticism: 

 The Texas Tribune reported: “Texas' $7 billion plan to remake Houston highways once again targets 
homes, businesses in communities of color” 

 Curbed published: “Houston’s $7 billion solution to gridlock is more highways” 
 Streetsblog called it an “Environmental Justice Disaster” and “A Texas-Sized Mess of a Highway Plan” 
 The Public Interest Research Group, a nationwide nonprofit, declared the project one of its annual 

“highway boondoggles” 
 
I would also like to touch on the following points specifically from the recently available documents. These 
are informed by the analysis of Air Alliance Houston and others in my social network. 

 Air quality assessments. The claim that air quality will not be affected is based on flawed 
assumptions which are not sufficient for one of the largest highway projects in the history of our 
city. TxDOT continues to argue that air quality will not be affected, relying on previous arguments 
that regional air quality will improve as a direct result of 1) congestion relief, and 2) that improved 
fuel economy standards will cancel out an increase in the number of cars on the road (Section 5.7 of 
the draft CIA Technical Report). These two assumptions are flawed for the following reasons: Decades 
of national experience with induced demand tell us congestion relief will be quite temporary. A recent 
Harris County report confirmed that congestion relief from this specific project would not be 
permanent, which means any anticipated improvements in air quality will be short-lived. Additionally, 
the current administration has rolled back Obama-era vehicle fuel economy standards, rendering these 
assumptions inaccurate. Furthermore, TxDOT states: “Due to the improvement of air quality in the 
Houston region, and because improved traffic speeds will likely decrease localized emissions in the 
project area, and because air quality is already analyzed and managed regionally, air quality is not 
analyzed further in the detailed cumulative impacts analysis.” An unwillingness to analyze air quality 
further is dangerous and irresponsible in light of the very real and pressing dangers of climate change.

 Increased right-of-way: In the proposed alternative, the overall footprint of the highway increased. 
The expanded right-of-way for the highway project appears to reflect additional stormwater detention 
basins, as well as changes in existing land use and occupancy (p. 52, Section 5.1 of the draft CIA 
Technical Report).  

 Displacement: The number of potential displacements due to the project decreased only slightly 
in the newer proposed alternative. TxDOT acknowledges many impacts that “could include a 
reduction in the supply of affordable housing, changes in residential and commercial property values 
due to the proposed increases in access and mobility, changes in the local tax base due to the 
anticipated displacements, and impacts to employees (such as potential increased commuting time) 
who could be displaced by the proposed project.” I do not believe this is an acceptable outcome; 
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significant difficulties will be imposed on communities here with an outcome that will not benefit 
them, or even the city as a whole. 

 Interruptions in transit service: “Multiple bus stops located in high-minority and low-income Census 
areas could require relocation.” Page 260 in CIA: “Approximately 19 bus stops in high minority areas 
and 16 bus stops in low-income areas could require relocation.” Page 46: “Route deviation during 
construction and relocations of bus stops would temporarily affect bus circulation and travel times.” 
Again, significant difficulties will be imposed for years or decades. With the large scope of this 
proposed work, I am concerned about a lack of accountability to ensure that bus stops are replaced in 
a timely manner. 

 Increased flooding: “The proposed project would result in encroachment within regulatory floodplains. 
The proposed project would increase impermeable surfaces and have the potential to indirectly 
affect sediment and pollutant loading in the flood hazard areas as mapped by FEMA.” 

 Loss of open and green space: I am unsatisfied with the following vague statement on Page 45 in CITR: 
“The Preferred Alternative would reduce some open space along parks and the bayou greenways.” 
Additionally, there are many issues with the proposed “cap” parks, not the least of which is TxDOT 
continues to use images of cap parks in their presentations rather than anything the project 
actually has any funding for.  “Although not proposed for construction by TxDOT, the proposed project 
provides an additional opportunity for the development of green space over the structural “cap” over 
some areas of depressed roadways, as shown on the plans.” 

 Loss of jobs and tax base: Page 44 in CITR: “Multiple negative and positive benefits would result from 
construction of the proposed project.” Approximately 344 businesses would potentially be displaced, 
and a worst-case employment loss analysis estimated that approximately 4,840 to 13,713 jobs could 
be affected.” “Additionally, the commercial displacements caused by the proposed project would 
decrease the local tax base. Displaced employees could see increased commuting times if they are not 
able to relocate nearby.” TxDOT: “Conversion of taxable property to roadway right-of-way and 
displacements of businesses that are sources of sales tax revenue would have a negative impact on the 
local economy. Based on October 2017 Harris County Appraisal District (HCAD) data, estimated annual 
property tax loss would be approximately $13.6 million (as documented in the CIA Technical Report). 
… Assuming a worse-case scenario, where businesses would not be able to relocate in the Houston 
area, the estimated sales tax loss could be between $139.3 and $300.3million.” All of these are 
negative impacts for the City of Houston that are unacceptable. 

 The plan is fundamentally out of line with Houston’s Climate Action Plan as well as Mayor Turner’s 
goals for the city. The Climate Action Plan states a goal to reduce vehicle miles traveled, while the 
current plan would increase this number. Mayor Turner has just adopted Vision Zero, while highways 
and frontage roads are known to be deadly. 

 
The following are qualities that in my opinion are absolutely essential for this project (informed by Michael 
Skelly and the Make I-45 Better Coalition): 

 Supports transit, density, and personal mobility (cycling and walking infrastructure) 
 Improves air quality (and safety) by *reducing* vehicle miles traveled, in line with Houston’s Climate 

Action Plan 
 No destruction of East Downtown 
 Does not increase risk of flooding 
 No displacement of residents or jobs-- smarter use of existing footprint and infrastructure 
 Preserve all green space and revitalize new green space 
 Does not route vehicle traffic in and out of Downtown; instead, routes it away from the urban core 

 
In conclusion, I am strongly opposed to the many remaining negative impacts of TxDOT’s plans included in the 
proposed alternative. TxDOT should use existing funds to build mass transit instead of expanding urban 
freeways, so that Houstonians will be able to travel more miles with greater safety. Furthermore, TxDOT 
should take all steps necessary to keep families in their homes and protect our air and green space, and ensure 
that Houston remains a desirable place to live for decades to come. Thank you for your time and consideration 
of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Mary Natoli 
 
--  
Mary E. Natoli 
PhD Candidate | Richards-Kortum Laboratory 
Department of Bioengineering | Rice University 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 8:21 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy; 

Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: Feedback Comments on I-45 Expansion Project (NHHIP)

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 4:42 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Feedback Comments on I-45 Expansion Project (NHHIP) 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Lam Nguyen   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 2:23 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Feedback Comments on I-45 Expansion Project (NHHIP) 
 
Hi, 
 
I am writing to you to express my concerns regarding the current plans for the I-45 Expansion project. 
 
My primary concerns are focused on air quality and safety for children, specifically for the large number of schools and 
daycare locations that will be within 500 ft of the highway with the current plan. This short distance has clear research 
that proves increased risks of asthma, impaired lung development, and childhood leukemia. Having highways and access 
roads (with the increased speed of drivers) that close to schools and daycares only increase risk to the safety of the 
children who walk, bike, and play nearby. 
 
Secondly, the idea of expanding I-45 leading to a decrease of congestion has already been disproven by the Katy 
Freeway expansion. This only led to higher populations in suburbs and traffic congestion from Katy to Houston during 
rush hour is worse now that it was prior to the expansion. 
 
Please take my comments into consideration when determining your next steps. There are meaningful design changes 
that can be made to this project that I hope you consider before proceeding. 
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Many Thanks, 
Lam Nguyen 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:29 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin
Subject: FW: Don't Do The I 45 project

FYI – comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:23 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Don't Do The I 45 project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Art Full of Joy Dance And Creative Play   
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 1:53 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Don't Do The I 45 project 
 
Im a Republican, I'll vote democrat, I'll vote you all out, it's stupid, I despise it, leave it alone. 
Joshua Orsak 
Registered voter 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:42 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project comments

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:20 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Sai Paul   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 5:56 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Improvement Project comments 
 
I am writing to express my concerns about the North Houston Highway Improvement Project.  
 
The effect of this project will be harmful to many residents, and I do not believe this project will be beneficial 
to improving accessibility or  environmental-friendliness of this city. This would promote more drivers, rather 
than focusing on the concerns of public transportation and bike accessibility in this city. As the rest of the 
world moves toward reducing carbon emissions, I believe we must do so as well. The displacements and 
effects on communities cannot be understated. I believe improving the quality of the already existing roads in 
this communities and in the city would have a more positive impact on residents. I believe the funds proposed 
for this project can be better utilized to support existing infrastructure and improve environmentally-friendly 
accessibility in this city that is affordable and will give this city attention for environmental awareness.  
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin
Cc: "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Nicolle Kord; Sterry, Robin; Meredith Worthen; Raquelle Lewis; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
Date: Thursday, January 02, 2020 1:30:07 PM
Attachments: SH 288 SOUND BARRIERS & LANDSCAPING.pdf

FYI
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 12:55 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>; Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 

From: Murphy, Seán  
Sent: Monday, December 30, 2019 3:09 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
Here’s Riverside’s and Museum Park’s feedback.  We already sent this about a billion times.  It would
be so nice to actually think y’all are actually listening. 
 
Seán Murphy AIA, LEED AP
Manager – Real Estate Development
Skanska USA Commercial Development
800 Capitol Street, Suite 1210, Houston, Texas 77002
 
M  +1 713 447 9179
Skanska USA

 
  
Think twice before you press "print."
This message, including any attachments hereto, may contain privileged or confidential information and is sent solely for the
attention and use of the intended addressee(s). If you are not an intended addressee, you may neither use this message nor
copy or deliver it to anyone. In such case, you should immediately destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply
email. Thank you.
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 8:05 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: I 45 plans

Comment for the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 2:54 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I 45 plans 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 5:15 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I 45 plans 
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 
 
 Dear Sirs: 
You do not need to move any freeways in Downtown Houston. Instead please move I-35 in Austin, I-25 in Denver, I- 15 
in Vegas, or I-5 in LA. How about I-55 in New Orleans, or I-95 in Baltimore, Washington , and New York City. Move those 
crowded freeways before construction in Houston. Thanks for your time. 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=xU0whFAp7U01SvnlLsOoiD-VHgFYjfwE-
kh19YrrZ_4&s=KI0g6qlLmw41JiS0FwtQ4zfpLiBpDWrZ5Wop9HEmB0Y&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:53 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: AGAINST I-45 EXPANSION

For the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:21 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: AGAINST I-45 EXPANSION 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Trenton Piepergerdes  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 5:14 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: AGAINST I-45 EXPANSION 
 
I am vehemently opposed to this expansion. I don’t understand how anyone could think this is an appropriate idea for 
Houston. I will lose my home and traffic and pollution will be insane! Please put money into public transportation, not 
into insanely expensive, environmentally toxic, and aesthetically horrendous highway expansions. 
 
DO NOT PROCEED WITH THIS!! 
 
 
 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=_e6ZSVTLzmXctxmiTqQu7P6dzsu51lw5lHUzrWaZ9qE&s=-
wnDfIjK3XQlErv2Uk6jtnKqgK4pAXnjZfKtpdkO35g&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:39 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: TXDOT Technical Draft Reports Comments.docx
Attachments: TXDOT Technical Draft Reports Comments.docx; ATT00001.txt

For the record: Council Member Letitia Plummer 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:20 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: TXDOT Technical Draft Reports Comments.docx 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Plummer, Letitia - CNL  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:16 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: TXDOT Technical Draft Reports Comments.docx 
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Please see the attached TXDOT public comments document. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Council Member Letitia Plummer 
 
 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
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bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=iTPHpTVqE_Xli2gWouGa8sS6H4Dicg-
6kUxScWOYNow&s=52NY3oFrWvmnKAy0AbnG2iJQEnvQ5k_9jZqt4q4mPCY&e= > 



The North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP) represents more than a $7 billion (plus) 
investment in highway infrastructure. The NHHIP is a statement of values, and an investment in a 
particular vision for the future of Houston—a future that, in my opinion, is antagonistic to the vision we 
at the City are working to create.   

The project has been billed as having the potential to be transformative for the region through increased 
connectivity (to a highway), favorably impacting traffic congestion (yet it will induce demand for more 
cars and sprawl) and improving drainage and detention capacity. The project no doubt has its benefits, 
but what Houstonians are being asked to consider is whether or not those benefits outstrip the negative 
impacts associated with the project.  

Having examined both of TXDOT’s technical draft reports, I am left to conclude that the benefits do in 
fact significantly outweigh the project’s negative externalities—but only for suburbanites not living in 
the City. Who we ask to bear the negative costs of a given project says more about who we are as a 
collective than the project does itself—no matter its benefits.   

The project in its current form asks disproportionately lower-income, brown and black populations to 
bear the brunt of the negative affects of the highway’s expansion. What is most troubling about this 
trade-off is that it is in no way a break from practices of the past. This country, this region, and this 
highway in particular, has a rich history of dislocating lower-income populations in favor of facilities that 
will benefit disproportionately wealthier populations in the sub- and exurbs. 

Much has been said about the positive mitigation efforts TXDOT has planned for the communities 
impacted by the highway’s expansion. It has been said TXDOT is doing more than it has ever done by 
way of mitigation—more than any project previously. However, given the once and future legacy of this 
highway’s destruction of historic communities, merely doing just above the federally required minimal 
mitigation is nothing to be applauded.  

For me to support a project that displaces 1,079 residential units (many occupied by seniors), 344 
businesses, and eliminates potentially 4,840 to 13,713 jobs—to say nothing of its erosions to the City’s 
tax base—the NHHIP will have to concern itself with more than federally required mitigation. The NHHIP 
will have to concern itself with more than equity. For me to support this project, the NHHIP will have to 
concern itself with justice for those communities and people most heavily impacted.   

It may very well be equitable for TXDOT to offer residents of Independence Heights fair market value for 
the home they will be losing to a highway, but given the context of newly constructed homes causing 
the median home price to rise north of 200% in that neighborhood over the last 20 years, it is certainly 
not just to do so because we will be removing them not from their home, but a community they can no 
longer afford to call home.  

It may be equitable to build new housing units for the 296 displaced families currently living at Clayton 
Homes, but if those units are rebuilt using the same failed strategy of concentrating poverty in lifeless 
housing tracts, doing so will not be just.  

I am publicly commenting on this project to ask TXDOT to do two things. First, take the current designs 
for Segments 1 and 2 back to the drawing board. Their footprints are too large and impact too many of 
the same people we have consistently asked to shoulder the burdens of our car-centric needs. Second, 



I’m asking TXDOT to incorporate three specific alternative recommendations Mayor Turner’s facilitation 
group, led by the Planning Department and Huitt-Zollars, has put forth in the last week: 

• Alternative 01.3 – Fit the NHHIP in Existing Right-of-way 
• Alternative 04.3 – Additional BRT Stations, Local BRT along the Airline Route 
• Alternative 25.1 – Comprehensive Housing Program 

Together, these measures lend a more just quality to the project. They were conceived after months of 
detailed community engagement and reflect a clearer vision of the future Houstonians are calling for: 
transit-centric modes of transportation and development; housing within the reach of its most 
vulnerable citizens; and innovative uses of existing rights-of-way.  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:28 PM
To: Christine Bergren; Matthews, Patty
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin
Subject: FW: Waste of Taxpayers Funds

FYI - comment 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:22 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Waste of Taxpayers Funds 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Angelica Ponce  
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 12:56 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Waste of Taxpayers Funds 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This will not help Houston’s flooding issues or traffic situation. Get homeless people off our trains and people may use 
them. Especially, women and children. Every bus stop is surrounded by homeless people.  Use the $7 billion to help 
reduce them camping near freeways,  walking on the freeways, and loitering. 
Move more flooding issues to people who we all know can not afford flood insurance is not the answer. Use the money 
to help reduce flooding concerns in our area. 
 
Sincerely, 
Angelica Ponce 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=bFQdUfgsU-
FCYE3ORq4CwfGqpcgf_v8i85bYT43H17I&s=DQmLapPt8TtFdEITQxjZOyqU5gmYpycoL78xwPHIvrM&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Matthews, Patty
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2020 9:53 AM
To: Conrad, Ben
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project

 
 
 

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 8:15 AM 
To: Varuna Singh <Varuna.Singh@txdot.gov>; Amanda Austin <Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov>; 'dwiller@HNTB.com' 
<dwiller@HNTB.com> 
Cc: Matthews, Patty <Patty.Matthews@aecom.com>; Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
Does anyone know what presentation she is referring to? And/or can you answer her question? 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, December 27, 2019 11:25 AM 
To: Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Ruthy Portnoy   
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2019 2:55 PM 
To: Raquelle Lewis <Raquelle.Lewis@txdot.gov> 
Cc: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
Hi Raquelle, 
Nice to e-meet you! 
  
My name is Ruthy Portnoy and I’m the founder of Corporeal, a decision-support system for entrepreneurs/investors in 
CRE (office).  
As part of developing Corporeal, I reviewed the project above (NHHIP), and have some questions regarding segment 3 
(improving east side access to downtown): 



2

 When on 2021 the construction on segment 3 is expected to start? When is it expected to be completed? 
 The presentation states that(slide 31) ‘Allows for five (5) cross streets to access Downtown and areas to the east’ which 

streets the presentation refers to?  

  
Many thanks, 
Ruthy 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Amanda Austin; "dwiller@HNTB.com"
Subject: Comment on IH 45 N NHHIP
Date: Thursday, January 02, 2020 8:11:11 AM

 
 

From: Carlos Swonke <Carlos.Swonke@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2019 11:02 AM
To: Raquelle Lewis <Raquelle.Lewis@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>; Christine
Bergren <Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)
 
FYI --
 
From: JILL RAFFERTY  
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2019 4:03 PM
To: Carlos Swonke
Subject: Fw: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

Mr. Swonke:
 
I just read the revisions TxDOT has suggested for Phase II of the I45 expansion in
Houston, I cannot tell you how happy I am. Your consideration of expanding and
linking the detention areas from Airline/45 to Airline/610 would mean so much to the
Studewood community.  It would address the flooding that occur west of I45.  Thank
you so much!!!!
 
I did read about your generous offer to the Mt. Olive Church, and I read there is a
$25,000 finders' fee for a new site location.  I would like to suggest (for free) a piece
of land that has deed restrictions. The area is deed restricted to :church" use.  I will try
to find out what is happening with the title work. The lot is located on 45th and Yale. It
would be perfect. 
 
Merry Christmas and Happy New Year and Yippie- ti-yo-ti-ye!!!
and thank you, thank you, thank you!  I will spread the word!
 
Jill Rafferty
4305 Oxford St
Houston, TX 77022
 
 

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwMGaQ&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=uf_W76FM9ZmmR7vlJAvg7C6AjUEyximWCdRY6wOQNrY&s=um8Art0feieO3m_O_HHPl56woyyQoPCT9FIl8nhzC9w&e=
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:44 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Danny Perez; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: I45 Expansion affecting the Studewood area 77022

For the record  
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:57 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I45 Expansion affecting the Studewood area 77022 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Jill Rafferty   
Sent: Wednesday, February 5, 2020 4:44 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I45 Expansion affecting the Studewood area 77022 
 
I live west of I45 between Airline/45 and Airline/610. I attended the NHHIP meeting on 2/3/20.   The meeting was 
premature, as it did not include all the recent TxDOT impact studies.   The comment boards were structured to be more 
conducive to alternative expansion ideas than TxDOT ideas. Further, the consultant representing the City of Houston 
misrepresented a number of issues and positions TxDOT has taken about the project.  The results of this community 
meeting were no doubt influenced by the consultant and should be greeted with skepticism. 
 
The alternative ideas put forth at the meeting were done by architecture students from U of H.  Unfortunately, some of 
their alternative suggestions showed that inexperience.  One alternative for the I45/610 exit ramp suggested a smaller 
curve in order to save the 8 houses and church on the 610 feeder road. That idea fails to address the reason why the 
new design is required: that the particular piece of highway is one of the most dangerous in the country, because, in 
part, traffic slows down so much at that point. 
 
I support TxDOT and the years of research done in order for this expansion to be successful, and I support the efforts Tx 
DOT has made to minimize the flooding impact it has on the community.  
 
Thank you, 
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Jill Rafferty 
4305 Oxford St. 
Houston, TX 77022 
713 863-9363  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:11 PM
To: Christine Bergren; Matthews, Patty
Cc: Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson; Carlos Swonke
Subject: FW: NHHIP Segment II changes and neighborhood groups

FYI – comment received  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:09 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP Segment II changes and neighborhood groups 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Jill Rafferty   
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 11:10 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: NHHIP Segment II changes and neighborhood groups 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Good Morning: 
 
After reading the revised NHHIP draft, I am a bit confused about the importance of two particular neighborhood groups 
that were referenced in the report:  Independence Heights Redevelopment Council and the Independence Heights Super 
Neighborhood Council.  The true geographic boundaries of historical Independence Heights is a 2-square mile area that 
extend roughly from 610 / 40 1/2/Airline/Yale. As a resident of the area north of 40 ½ St., I can attest to the lack of 
community consensus concerning both groups.   
 
Aside from social media promotion, Tanya Dubose has done little for the community outside of the historic area; 
especially the area affected by the TxDOT expansion. Likewise, the Super Neighborhood has been struggling with 
attendance for the last 7 years and a quick review of the monthly board minutes, which are required by by-laws, will 
show a lack of neighborhood participation.  It will also show that the current and past presidents were never duly 
elected officials (again required by the by-laws).  It is a sham organization.   While I am reluctant to say anything bad 
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about the many churches in this area, I drive by the MT. Olive Church and see no more than 12-15 cars In their parking 
lot. They too have little influence in this community. 
 
The aforementioned groups should have very little influence or say as to what happens in this area. Their influence in 
the areas   affected by the TxDOT expansion should be weighted by the actual influence and activities in this community, 
and not by their social media fantasies.  Simply ask them for proof. Ask them to provide proof that anyone from the two 
groups has had interactions with businesses within the “super neighborhood boundaries. Most businesses along the 
west side of the neighborhood boundaries do not even know they are a part of the Independence Heights Super 
Neighborhood.  
 
The flooding issues we have that are directly linked to the TxDOT HOV lane and future detention areas are the key to 
survival of this area.   
 
Jill Rafferty 
4305 Oxford St. 
Houston TX 77022 
713 863-9363 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 2:24 PM
To: Matthews, Patty
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Segment 1 TxDOT Expansion - Little White Oak Bayou in Studewood (Independence

Heights) Area

FYI 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:22 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Segment 1 TxDOT Expansion - Little White Oak Bayou in Studewood (Independence Heights) Area 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Jill Rafferty   
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 9:43 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Segment 1 TxDOT Expansion - Little White Oak Bayou in Studewood (Independence Heights) Area 
 
Two comments regarding the final draft of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project. 
 
As discussed previously, the expansion of the detention areas along the west side of the 45 expansion between the 
existing Airline/45 and Airline/610  are greatly needed. A preferred design would be to expand the detention area by 
removing the What-A-Burger, the under-performing shopping center (barbershop school) and the three businesses 
facing Crosstimbers on the south side of the aforementioned area.  Most of the business on Crosstimbers are vacant 
because of the area flooding.   If the proposed plan does not include removing all the Kagan commercial property, we 
would like to encourage TxDOT to contact the City to require Kagan properties to be retro fitted with 
detention  according to the new building codes.  
 
It would be extremely helpful if the names of other government officials,  with whom TxDOT has been working in the 
Harris County Flood Deptartment and the City of Houston Public Works Departments were shared with our 
community.  We would like to take this expansion as a moment for all responsible parties to join in this event. 
 
While there are so many places of worship in the proper Independence Heights area, the Mt. Olive Church has had 
challenges from flooding. The church was originally built in Airline (Air Line) Heights and had been moved twice. The 
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congregation never recovered from the last flooding and hurricane wind.   I was not aware it has such a significant 
community impact, and I have been living in Studewood for nine years. The  Mt. Olive Church has been in the rebuilding 
process most of that time.   
 
Churches have been the backbone of the older community here. It can be easily measured by the shear number of 
churches in the area.  A plaque of faith for all the churches, especially the ones on North Main, which was the hub of the 
community would be a good thing.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Jill Rafferty 
Studewood Community 
4305 Oxford St 
Houston TX 77022 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Amanda Austin
Cc: Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: TxDOT I45 Expansion - Phase II (610 to Airline)
Date: Thursday, January 02, 2020 8:41:10 AM

FYI
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, December 27, 2019 11:31 AM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>; Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: TxDOT I45 Expansion - Phase II (610 to Airline)
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 

From: Jill Rafferty   
Sent: Saturday, December 21, 2019 11:21 AM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: TxDOT I45 Expansion - Phase II (610 to Airline)
 
Thank you so much for listening to the flooding issues for the Studewood area west of I45.  By
removing the HOV lane and extending the detention ponds to four, it will provide immense flooding
relief to all areas in-between I45/Airline and the 610/Airline.  While I know the TxDOT engineers
have excellent knowledge of detention design, I would like to suggest you consult with Mr. Jim
Blackburn (https://cee.rice.edu/jim-blackburnhttps://cee.rice.edu/jim-blackburn ). He knows the
Houston area well and can provide the best design to maintain the ponds.  It would be a big relief to
the residents here in Studewood.
 
Thank you again. This is yet another blessing we can celebrate this holiday.
 
Jill Raffery
4305 Oxford St.
Houston, TX 77022
713-863-9363
 

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
mailto:HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__cee.rice.edu_jim-2Dblackburn&d=DwMGaQ&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=I2UJTGUGCZpjpZJVBrVlevk3t4teuBWyLUrjz70G2Vw&s=jdVsIvEIfkj19t0HXNuWZnFSxiK3dgdt86dzKyLNpMU&e=


 

 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwMGaQ&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=I2UJTGUGCZpjpZJVBrVlevk3t4teuBWyLUrjz70G2Vw&s=vZFiRmwW-tjUC9CRS8gwX_u5PW2z1JtyuSFOo9aq1FM&e=
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:47 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Varuna Singh; Raquelle Lewis
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Houston Parks Board comments on the Draft Technical Report
Attachments: HPB NHHIP Community Impacts and Cumulative Impacts Technical Reports Comments 

2.7.20.pdf

For the record – Houston parks board. 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:25 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Houston Parks Board comments on the Draft Technical Report 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Rachel Ranta   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 4:51 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: Chip Place  Beth White <  
Subject: Houston Parks Board comments on the Draft Technical Report 
 
February 7, 2020 
 
Via email 
 
Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E. 
Houston District Engineer 
Texas Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 1386 
Houston, Texas 77251 
 
Dear Ms. Paul, 
Please find attached Houston Parks Board’s comments on the Community Impacts Assessment Technical 
Report and the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. 
 
Regards, 
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Rachel Ranta 
Administrative Manager Capital Programs 
Houston Parks Board 

 
300 North Post Oak Lane 
Houston, TX 77024 
P: 713-942-8500 X29 
F: 713-942-7664 
www.houstonparksboard.org 
  

 
 
The Houston Parks Board is a 501 (c) (3) non-profit organization dedicated to creating, improving, protecting and advocating for parks for everyone. 
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February 7, 2020 
 
Via email 
 
Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E. 
Houston District Engineer 
Texas Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 1386  
Houston, Texas 77251 
 
Re: North Houston Highway Improvement Project [NHHIP] – CSJ 0912-00-146 – 
Draft Community Impacts Assessment and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical 
Report 
 
Dear Ms. Paul, 
 
Following are the Houston Parks Board’s [HPB] comments regarding TxDOT’s recent 
release of the Draft Community Impacts Assessment and Draft Cumulative Impacts 
Technical Report of the NHHIP. These comments add to the record of previously 
submitted NHHIP comments provided by Houston Parks Board, the Coalition to 
Make I-45 Better and the July 27, 2017 and July 20, 2018 letters provided by counsel 
Irvin and Connor. 
 
Throughout the environmental review of the NHHIP, HPB has endeavored to 
cooperate with TxDOT to properly identify significant impacts posed by the project 
and seek alternatives to or ways to mitigate those impacts as required by law. 
However, despite numerous meetings and formal comments from HPB detailing 
significant impacts to parks posed by the project, each draft of environmental 
impact statement [EIS] documents fails to acknowledge those impacts. Without an 
acknowledgment of known significant impacts there is no basis for proper 
evaluation of those impacts.  With TxDOT’s continuing failure to recognize relevant 
impacts to parks and open space under NEPA and Section 4(f) of the Federal 
Transportation Law, Houston Parks Board continues to have serious concerns about 
the proposed plans for NHHIP and the integrity of the process. Therefore, HPB 
restates its previous requests that TxDOT resubmit the DEIS as a comprehensive 
document and reopen the DEIS for public comment. 

I. Procedural Deficiencies 
 
1. National Environmental Policy Act 

As stated in HPB’s March 13, 2019 comments on past technical report releases and 
Irvin and Connor’s July 20, 2018 letter, all the technical reports issued since the 
release of the Draft EIS [DEIS] should have been included in the DEIS itself. The 
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purpose of the DEIS is to provide comprehensive disclosure that informs public understanding 
of the project, subsequent public comment and agency decision making. Community Impacts 
and cumulative impacts are integral to the basic understanding of the project as were the 
separately released visual and noise impact reports. It is only through full and complete 
disclosure that the public, involved and interested agencies can fully understand the proposed 
project and its potential impacts.  Therefore, the DEIS process is not closed until all the 
information is presented comprehensively and the public has a chance to comment on that 
information. As we have commented previously, TxDOT should resubmit the DEIS in full, 
including subsequently released technical reports, and reopen DEIS public hearing process.  

Full and comprehensive disclosure is not just a procedural requirement. Complete, 
comprehensive, disclosure allows for better understanding of the project as a whole. When 
information is released piece meal, issues tend to be viewed in isolation. Attempts are made to 
address issues individually rather than address the project as a whole. Though issued in 
isolation and very late in the process, the Community Impacts Assessment, together with the 
Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, do provide a stark summary of the project’s disruptive 
impact on Houston. The more complete disclosures heighten the need for a better 
understanding of the project and more informed decision making. 

2. 49 U.S.C Section 303 U.S. Department of Transpiration ( Section 4(f)): 

As fully reviewed in Irvin and Connor’s July 27, 2017 letter, Section 4(f) represents a federal 
statutory requirement independent of NEPA. Under the statute, a transportation project 
requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park or recreation area may be approved 
only if – 

(1) There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land: and 
(2) The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, 

recreation area…. 

Those requirements can effectively be waived but only upon a finding of “de minimis impact” 
(49 U.S.C. Section (c) (d) by the project sponsor in consultation with the local officials with 
jurisdiction over the parks. 

The project sponsor must also follow a rigorous process under the 4(f) federal regulations: 

§774.3   Section 4(f) approvals. 

The Administration may not approve the use, as defined in §774.17, of Section 
4(f) property unless a determination is made under paragraph (a) or (b) of this section. 

(a) The Administration determines that: 

(1) There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, as defined in §774.17, 
to the use of land from the property; and 

(2) The action includes all possible planning, as defined in §774.17, to minimize 
harm to the property resulting from such use; or 

(b) The Administration determines that the use of the property, including any 
measure(s) to minimize harm (such as any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or 



enhancement measures) committed to by the applicant, will have a de minimis impact, 
as defined in §774.17, on the property. 

(c) If the analysis in paragraph (a)(1) of this section concludes that there is no 
feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, then the Administration may approve, 
from among the remaining alternatives that use Section 4(f) property, only the 
alternative that: 

(1) Causes the least overall harm in light of the statute's preservation purpose. 
The least overall harm is determined by balancing the following factors: 

(i) The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including 
any measures that result in benefits to the property); 

(ii) The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected 
activities, attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection; 

(iii) The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property; 

(iv) The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property; 

(v) The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the 
project; 

(vi) After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to 
resources not protected by Section 4(f); and 

(vii) Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 

(2) The alternative selected must include all possible planning, as defined in 
§774.17, to minimize harm to Section 4(f) property. 

In addition, the harm may result from not just direct impact, but constructive use of the 
protected space. 

§774.15   Constructive use determinations. 

(a) A constructive use occurs when the transportation project does not 
incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project's proximity impacts are 
so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property 
for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. Substantial impairment 
occurs only when the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property are 
substantially diminished. 

Constructive use can occur from projected noise impacts, including the “enjoyment of an urban 
park where serenity are significant attributes” (Section 774.15 (d)(3)(iv)). It also applies where 
substantial impairment to the visual qualities of the protected site or the project “substantially 
detracts from the setting of a Section 4(f) property which derives its value in substantial part 
due to its setting”. 

Therefore avoiding impacts to parks and recreation areas are federal policy and a substantive 
requirement of approving any transportation project, including the NHHIP project. The project 



may not be approved without full disclosure of the impacts and a detailed analysis of how to 
minimize and mitigate impacts, if not avoidable in the first place. 

II. NHHIP Impacts to Parks 

While the NHHIP poses significant impacts throughout its reach, park impacts are most acute in 
Segment 3. HPB has thoroughly identified the park impacts throughout prior submissions. Yet 
the Community Impact Technical Report Assessment asserts no impact to parks:  

No parks are located in the proposed right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative in 
Segment 3; therefore, the proposed project is not expected to have direct impacts on 
park facilities. The design of the Preferred Alternative was modified to avoid 
acquisition of the property from Linear Park and Freed Art & Nature Park. 

The statement must first be addressed within the context of Bayou Greenways 2020 and the 
White Oak Bayou Greenway in particular. The record remains clear (see Irvin and Connor letter 
July 27, 2017) that Bayou Greenways 2020 is a major City of Houston parks and open space 
initiative to create an extensive network of “parkland, trails and natural areas along the major 
bayous.” (Findings Section 1.1., Interlocal Agreement for Bayou Greenways 2020, July 3, 2013). 
Under the same findings, “all Bayou Greenways within the City limits will be open to the public” 
for a range of recreation activities. Under the Interlocal Agreement between the HPB and the 
City of Houston, all land acquired for Bayou Greenways 2020 is transferred to the city parks 
inventory and the Director of Houston Parks and Recreation Department [HPARD] retains 
approval over all greenway design. Bayou Greenways is funded, in part, by $100 million from a 
2012 city parks bond supported by 68% of the vote. Similarly, the October 24, 2013 City of 
Houston “Bayou Greenways 2020 Economic Development Agreement with the Houston Parks 
Board, Inc. recites that “The Greenways are a “public/private project with the purpose of 
creating an integrated system of connected linear parks with walking,  running and bicycle trails 
along the nine (9) major bayous within the City limits.” The White Oak Bayou Greenway is 
specifically cited within the Interlocal and Economic Development Agreement and Houston 
Parks Board maintains the White Oak Bayou Greenway as a linear park using HPARD 
maintenance staff. Therefore, as officials with local jurisdiction, the Houston City Council 
through the Houston Parks and Recreation Department have identified Bayou Greenways 2020 
as an integral component of the City’s overall park system, including its system of individual 
parks.  

Curiously, the Community Impact Assessment attributes Bayou Greenways more accurately 
earlier in its analysis.  

In section 3.3.1, open space areas along “bayou greenways’ are characterized as a 
clearing or undeveloped area that is accessible to the public with little or no 
obstruction to the view of the skyline. Bayou greenways are being developed as a 
public-private initiative speaheading [sic] by the Houston Parks Board, and involve the 
construction of bikeways and amenities such as landscaping and benches along the 
bayous, and linking the City of Houston’s parks existing stretches of linear parks, trails 
and larger traditional parks. 

Yet when it comes time to assess impacts under Section 5.4.3.1, White Oak Bayou Greenway is 
not recognized as parkland. Rather it is characterized as open space whose primary purpose is 



for “drainage and flood control.” Elsewhere it is characterized as merely a transportation 
project. 

In this case, as is the case of almost all Bayou Greenways 2020, White Oak Bayou Greenway is 
an open space park system incorporating land owned by the City of Houston, the Harris County 
Flood Control District, TxDOT and Union Pacific Rail Road. It is managed under multiple 
agreements with all constituent owners to achieve a unique, cooperative, unified, public park 
and recreation system. Its organizational beauty is derived from adding the public recreation 
use to otherwise single use public land. As section 3.1.1 of the Community Impact Assessment 
notes, the White Oak Greenway within the NHHIP impact zone features trails, landscaping, and 
stunning views of downtown Houston. Trees along the southern side of the bayou effectively 
block the views of existing I-10 within the downtown view scape. This particular stretch is 
considered the White Oak Bayou Greenway gateway to downtown. It now also features an 
additional gateway to the University of Houston Downtown northern campus with a new B-
Cycle stop. It is heavily used by runners, walkers, bikers, birders and students who value the 
park space it provides.  

As TxDOT’s own drawings show, the rerouted I-45 and I-10 will destroy the tree line on the 
south side of the bayou, bringing the two freeways directly to the edge of the bayou itself. 
Seven new overpasses totaling some 20 lanes will cross directly over the greenway. The view 
shed to downtown will be destroyed. Bird habitat will be destroyed. The natural ground plain 
supporting wild flower fields will be destroyed. As noted in previous comments, the project will 
result in a net loss of 18 acres of park land and open space (including giving credit for removing 
the piece of 1-10 adjoining UHD). All the public park space along the greenway, including public 
open space under TxDOT jurisdiction, contributes to the park experience. Occupying that space 
with new freeway structures, directly and constructively impacts the White Oak Bayou 
Greenway requiring full 4(f) review as well as impact acknowledgement under NEPA. The 
Community Impact Assessment’s suggestions of overpass column adjustments during the 
design phase fails to acknowledge the underlying impact. These measures do not satisfy the 
required exploration of alternatives and mitigation. The severity of the impacts require a 
complete reevaluation of the approach to NHHIP, including alternatives to the project’s basic 
routing  to avoid impact to White Oak Bayou Greenway in the first place. 

TxDOT’s analysis also fails at the individual park level. Slightly adjusting ramp locations at Freed 
Nature Park or Linear park from passing directly over the park to just nicking the edge of the 
park represent distinctions without differences. Both constructively occupy the park both 
visually and through noise impacts, especially a nature park such as Freed. Nor, as detailed in 
HPB’s  March 13, 2019   review of the visual and noise technical reports, did TxDOT even 
measure noise levels at the local parks along the greenway. Other parks along the greenway, 
such as Hogg Park are similarly impacted. Though no readings were taken at Hogg Park, noise 
level readings farther away suggest likely noise impacts far above TxDOT accepted park noise 
criteria at all parks along the Segment 3 route.  

As stated earlier, throughout its prior comments, HPB attempted to help constructively guide 
the conversation about park impacts and mitigation. Without even describing it as mitigation, a 
full Little White Bayou Greenway would surely add a valuable resource to the City of Houston. 
TxDOT’s proposals to bridge Little White Oak Bayou at Woodland Park, Patton Street and I-610 
could help facilitate that greenway. However, all these issues must be approached 
comprehensively from a basic acknowledgement of the issues.  The original impacts of 



interstate highway construction have caused decades of hardship, not only to Little White Oak 
Bayou, but to individual communities that have suffered repeated flooding from the Little 
White Oak Bayou culverts under the existing interstates. They also back up garbage on the 
bayous and their existing impervious surfaces contribute to storm water runoff. TxDOT should 
be addressing these long standing impacts resulting from the original highway anyway, without 
resort to the NHHIP. In addition to fixing existing storm water problems, a fully funded Little 
White Oak Bayou Greenway is a meritorious project without the NHHIP. Those are projects 
worthy of TxDOT time and resources. 

III. Conclusion 

While our comments have focused on park impacts, we do recognize that parks are a part of a 
broader set of community impacts of great concern to the people who live in the communities 
most impacted by the original I-45 alignment and the proposed NHHIP. In particular, the 
displacement of residents and businesses as well as flooding, air quality and other 
environmental concerns are critical issues to be addressed by a more complete and thoughtful 
analysis of alternatives as required by the NEPA process.  HPB supports comments by Air 
Alliance and others recognizing the deficiencies in the NEPA process and the need to reissue a 
comprehensive DEIS that provides full, comprehensive, disclosure of impact and reevaluation of 
project alternatives to avoid those impacts, while providing meaningful mitigation to 
unavoidable impacts.  

At the same time we are heartened by Mayor Turner’s NHHIP engagement process that is the 
most comprehensive and thoughtful engagement process to date: a process that is informing 
the public and decision makers of the comprehensive impacts of the NHHIP process as well as 
an exploration of alternatives. We urge TxDOT to listen carefully to the conversations taking 
place in that process.  
 
Yours truly, 

 

 
Beth White  
President and CEO 
 
Attachments: 

1. Resubmission of prior attachments regarding White Oak Bayou Greenway impacts. 

List of prior North Houston Highway Improvement Project submissions: 

1. December 3, 2013 Houston Parks Board Letter to Texas Department of Transportation, 
Houston District Re: North Highway Improvement Project 

 
2. May 29, 2015, Houston Parks Board Letter to Texas Department of Transportation, 

Houston District Re: North Highway Improvement Project 
 

3. July 26, 2017 Houston Parks Board Letter to Quincy Allen, P.E., Texas Department of 
Transportation, Houston District Re: North Houston Highway Improvement Project – 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Review with Exhibits 

 



4. July 27, 2017 I-45 Coalition Letter to Mr. Quincy Allen, P.E., Houston District Engineer, 
Texas Department of Transportation Re: North Houston Highway Improvement Project – 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Review 

 
5. July 27, 2017 Irvine & Connor Letter to Mr. Quincy Allen, P.E., Texas Department of 

Transportation, Houston District North Houston Highway Improvement Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement Review 

 
6. August 18, 2017 Elected Officials Letter to Quincy Allen, P.E., District Engineer, Texas 

Department of Transportation, Houston District Re: North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project 

 
7. July 20, 2018 Irvine & Connor Letter to Texas Department of Transportation Houston 

District Office, Director of Project Development Re: North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project - Technical Reports Review with Exhibits A-E 

 
8. March 13, 2019 Houston Parks Board Letter to Mr. Quincy Allen, P.E., Houston District 

Engineer, Texas Department of Transportation Re: North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project [NHHIP] - CSJ 0912-00-146 - Addendum 1 to Visual Impact 
Assessment Report / Draft Noise Technical Report 

 
 
 



HOUSTON PARKS BOARD SUBMISSION TO TXDOT JULY 26, 2017 - 18 ACRE LOSS OF OPEN SPACE  
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WHITE OAK BAYOU GREENWAY LOOKING TOWARDS DOWNTOWN

More before and 
after photos

Credit others
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WHITE OAK BAYOU GREENWAY LOOKING TOWARDS DOWNTOWN

More before and 
after photos

Credit others
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WHITE OAK BAYOU GREENWAY LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARDS HOGAN 
STREET FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON DOWNTOWN

12HOUSTON PARKS BOARD SUBMISSION TO TXDOT JULY 20, 2018



WHITE OAK BAYOU GREENWAY LOOKING NORTHWEST TOWARDS HOGAN 
STREET FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON DOWNTOWN
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:57 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: I-45 Public Comment
Attachments: I45 Public Comment.pdf

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:27 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 Public Comment 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: trevor   
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 2:24 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 Public Comment 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

To the TXDOT team,   
 
Please see my comment about the-proposed I-45 expansion, attached here as a 2 page PDF. I hope to receive feedback 
from you, as I have taken the time to attend the meetings, gather data, and put my thoughts and personal feedback into 
this letter.  
 
Thanks,  
 
-Trevor Reichman 
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                                          I-45 Public Comment 

 

Trevor Reichman 
401 Quitman St 
Houston, TX 77009 
(503) 449-2084 

 

 

Dearest community of leadership and representation,  
 
It was Houston’s bold move towards multi-modality and away from the car-centric suburbia that I 
grew up in, that wooed me back to Houston a couple of years ago. After living in the bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit friendly city of Portland, Oregon and also getting spoiled spending time 
in America’s most human centric cities such as New York and Washington D.C., Houston was 
never a city I thought I would return to, even though most of my family still resides here.  
 
However, in 2018, I was surprised to re-discover a very different Houston than the one I grew up 
in. Houston’s triumphant and ongoing efforts to re-centralize and re-densify the urban core, 
along with the extensive bicycle highway network and rail expansion, are the urban attributes 
that cinched the deal for my partner and I to relocate and buy a house in the Near Northside 
neighborhood in Central Houston. In the past 2 years, I have left my car almost permanently 
parked at home, and use the train and the bicycle highway daily as my primary sources for 
commuting. In those 2 short years, I have seen the user ship increase exponentially. On a sunny 
weekend, or during rush hours, I literally pass hundreds of other cyclists and pedestrians on the 
White Oak Bayou and MKT trails. On the Red Line train, which comes every 6 minutes during 
the day, the Texas stigma against mass transit is quickly fading, and the ethnic and income 
diversity of its growing ridership base is inspiring. Houston Metro is the most convenient , 
affordable, and reliable mass transit system I have personally have ever had access to. In other 
cities, I had been priced out of the urban core. These multi modal infrastructure investments 
represents the future of Houston, a stark contrast from its past.  
 
I was extremely disheartened to learn about the plans to excessively expand the I-45 to the 
detriment of the urban core soon after we purchased our house on Quitman Street, a couple of 
blocks from the existing I-45. This is the kind of important detail that the realtor didn’t mention, 
and most likely because no-one really knew the details. After attending multiple meetings to 
find out those details, and with an open mind, I only have more skepticism and more questions 
that have not been answered. Mostly, why is this even needed, when demand for personal car 
use is trending down. We are in a prime window of opportunity to re-imagine transit in our city 
and the effects and footprint of that transit in an increasingly toxic and crowded world. At one 
meeting, as a primary selling point, the TXDot officiates promised to increase the speed of 
traffic on I-45 by 5 mph…yes billions of dollars and decade of central city residents living in the 
midst of a construction zone, to increase the speed of suburban commuters by 5 mph, when in 
fact, it is in the central city where we want traffic to SLOW DOWN. Being that an increase in 
speed and the adding of lanes is proportional to the increase of deaths, this is counter to 
Houston’s Vision Zero goal.  
 
As we plan for the future of Houston, let’s not perpetuate the car culture that has literally 
choked our city for decades. Let’s rather continue to densify the Urban Core, thus keeping it 
affordable and incentivizing those who work in Central Houston to live in Central Houston too. 
Let’s rather invest in Boulevards, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, mixed use initiatives, 
mass transit, and yes, let’s also fix the streets and highways in a way that preserves and 
enhances our inner city, and bridges our neighborhoods and communities rather than divide 
them. Build it and they will come. It is up to us to all of us decide what to build and what will 
come. Let’s not allow what we don’t want to come, to be forced onto us by entities that don’t 
live in our community, but only stand to profit from it.  

 



 

 

 
Major concerns that are in my own backyard, which is only small segment of this massive 
project: 
 

○ The implications for the watershed, bayou flood zone, and White Oak Bayou bicycle 
trail and park.  

○ The viewshed of Downtown Houston from the Near Northside neighborhood and 
bayou green space and trail network. The view of the city is one of the most 
celebrated and valuable assets of the Near Northside neighborhood.  

○ What happens to North Street, the local bridge between the neighborhood 
communities of The Woodland Heights and Near Northside? We need to add more 
local connectors, not take them away.  

○ What happens to the highway exit and entrance for Main Street (North of the I-10)? If 
this is removed, all that traffic will be dumped onto Quitman Street (my street). Quitman 
is slated for a road diet with pedestrian improvements and bicycle lanes in the next 
year or two. The traffic on Quitman is also often interrupted by the Red Line Train, 
which stops at Quitman and Main every 6 minutes in each direction. Quitman is not 
where we want the traffic from Main and I-45 to be rerouted to! 

○ Will the bicycle paths be interrupted during construction? These are not just 
recreational. These are the bicycle highways for thousands of bicycle commuters and 
there is no temporary redirect that is viable and safe.  

○ Who will be displaced? Who will live closer to more noise and more pollution? Who will 
see their neighborhoods cut off and overrun by cars? 

 
Thanks for accepting public input, being that this is all funded by that public.  
 
With sincere regard for my community and this planet,  
 
-Trevor Reichman 

 
503-449-2084 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 11:48 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project

For the record.  
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:16 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: C R   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 9:41 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
As someone who is a native Houstonian who has lived here my entire life, I believe this project will lead to unnecessary 
displacement of communities at a time when affordable housing is already scarce. This project also concerns me due 
flooding issues. I believe this project is not necessary and a waste of my taxes. There are other ways to address traffic 
issues, such as improving mass transit, that do not require us to move a freeway from one location to another, and that 
cause fewer harms to our community.  
 
Chalandra Robinson, LMSW-IPR 
Houston, Tx 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:55 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: I-45 project 

For the record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:38 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Kathleen Ruhleder  
Sent: Sunday, January 19, 2020 8:59 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 project 
 
Billions of dollars could be better spent expanding our public transportation system. Want to minimize accidents and 
alleviate traffic woes? Public transport is the only way that does this efficiently and permanently, while serving ALL 
Houstonians, not just the ones privileged enough to have cars. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=U7Hh0hzoBEoxog7FalugG7lWDfafPsyibGCplcDHSDw&s=Xmz9dxkQ7b9dGu2jvE1X1F_u-
hCrBOiL9KhmPUFMRMQ&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:53 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Downtown Houston Plan

For the record. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:39 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Downtown Houston Plan 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Campbell Sadeghy  
Sent: Sunday, January 19, 2020 12:17 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Downtown Houston Plan 
 
I really like the plan and I hope you follow through with it. My only hope is you add more general purpose lanes to they 
mainlines. Either way this is a great project and I can not wait to see it become reality. Great job to all involved! 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=5jDNO9pHWNerxWptWBnFjUzqEHq8BdAAT5iRjVz_sME&s=6x4mse1E3hIMb_cwa7IVrMoQsBMm
7wrHPox3S1938EI&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 9:26 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: 45 expansion 

Comment for the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 2:52 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: 45 expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Marianna Sattler  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 8:54 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: 45 expansion 
 
This is a disastrous idea. Look at what a great job the Katy freeway is doing? Bumper to bumper traffic. Houston needs to 
invest in mass transit. I live in woodland heights and the idea that our neighborhood will be torn apart for people who 
live in the suburbs to make it to work a few minutes earlier infuriates me. Please rethink this project, I am heartbroken 
to see what y’all plan on doing with the beautiful bayou system. 
 
Marianna Sattler 
710 Wendel St Houston Texas 77009 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=uCiKrLTBFmxFYKzHGs8yAGUcD4QRHQHiTWMjNuTBOEA&s=7CmeQLFM2A79a2XO5J77ST8-
ipuUvwnTs1iDdaMmcUc&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 10:41 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Comments regarding NHHIP

FYI 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:32 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments regarding NHHIP 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Deanna Schmidt   
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2020 12:05 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments regarding NHHIP 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
I do not support spending tax dollars or more specifically this project that does not REDUCE adverse impacts.    

1. "The proposed project maintains urban development trends that result in both beneficial and adverse impacts to 
community resources from large infrastructure projects; these trends are not likely to be substantially changed by this 
project. “ p. 52 of the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 

 

Further, it is not acceptable to maintain Houston’s urban development trends.  The current development trends are 
unsustainable and detrimental to Houston’s economy and future generations.   
I urge Houston and Texas to do better. 
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Deanna Schmidt, PhD 
  

  
   

Cell:  281-979-1735 
 
14147 Cascade Falls Drive 
Houston, TX  77062 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 11:09 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Community Response to Revised draft CIA
Attachments: Reply to Draft Revised I-45 CIA.docx

For the Record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:34 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Community Response to Revised draft CIA 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Mary E. Schultz   
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:29 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Community Response to Revised draft CIA 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Dear TXDOT Director of Project Development and I-45 Team: 
 
I have attached some of my comments about the revised Community Impacts Assessment.  Thank you for 
engaging in the ongoing conversation with Houston residents and the City of Houston.  I would appreciate 
some confirmation by email that you received these comments.   
 
Mary E. Schultz 
"It really boils down to this: that all life is interrelated. We are all caught in an inescapable network of 
mutuality, tied into a single garment of destiny. Whatever affects one directly,  
affects all indirectly." ---Martin Luther King, Jr. 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 11:49 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); 

'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: I 45 expansion comments

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:17 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I 45 expansion comments 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Alicia Selvera   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 7:48 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I 45 expansion comments 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

I think the proposed I 45 expansion is a terrible idea. I am a person who bikes as my primary form of transportation. The 
road conditions in most neighborhoods, especially on west alabama and in the general area, make it extremely 
dangerous for cyclists like me who are just trying to lower their carbon footprint. Moreover, white oak bayou is an 
hallmark for houston and a point of tourist attraction. It is so beautiful and generates a lot of daily usage yet y'all are 
considering covering it. There should be more focus on public transportation and making the city more pedestrian and 
cyclist friendly, not outdated notions on expanding lanes as the end all solution.   
 
 
In short, I think expanding I 45 is the single worse thing Houston could do.  
 
Best,  
Alicia Selvera 
Resident of Near Northside and student at Rice University  
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January 31, 2020

North Houston Highway Improvement Project
Mr. Pat Henry
Director of Project Development
Houston District Office
Texas Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 1386
Houston, Texas 77251-1 386

Dear Director Henry,

The Houston Regional Group of the Sierra Club (Sierra Club) provides these
comments about the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Draft
Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (CITR) for the North Houston Highway
Improvement Project (project), from US 59/1-69 at Spur 527 to 1-45 at Beltway 8
North, Harris County, Texas, CSJ: 0912-00-146, December 2019. The Sierra
Club makes the following comments about this document:

1) The TxDOT CITR analysis has narrowed the requirements of the Council on
Environmental (CEQ) Quality National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
regulations. TXDOT refers to “Key Resources”, Page 1, 1.2 Guidance, and
“selected resources” on Page 2, 1.3 Cumulative Impacts Analysis. These
phrases result in TxDOT conducting a less comprehensive NEPA analysis then
required by CEQ/NEPA regulations.

NEPNCEQ regulations do not focus on “key or selected resources”. These
regulations focus on natural resources, actions, and activities, that may create
significant direct, indirect, connected, and cumulative impacts and must be
analyzed. TxDOT must provide an analysis that lists natural resources, actions,
and activities, states which of these are or are not significant, and documents
why they are or are not significant (including the criteria used to make this
determination).

Pages 13 through 15, 2.2 Resource Study Areas and Temporal Boundaries
for Analysis, the project area, area of influence, resource study area, site, and
location used varies from being too large to too small for the CITR analysis. For
instance, looking at air pollution impacts next to the project ensures that the
project’s contribution to high ozone levels, which can occur 10-30 miles or more
away, are ignored or their importance is diminished. Since vehicles from all over
the region, Texas, and even the United States use the project area (pass through

“When we try to pick out anything by itself, we find it hitched to everything else in the universe.” John Msir

Printed on 100% Kenaf wee free paper



traffic) a more in-depth and variable project area is needed for traffic congestion
and air quality cumulative impacts analysis.

Looking at air toxic effects next to the project rather than 1000 feet or more from
the project and in the entire Harris County Airshed ensures that cumulative
effects of air toxics are underestimated. Not looking at dowhstream impacts
ignores cumulative impacts of the project.

2) TxDOT uses words or phrases in the CITR that are not defined in any
meaningful sense, so the public does not know how TxDOT determined that
natural resources, actions, or activities have impacts (effects) that are significant
or not. For instance, Page 3, TxDOT refers to project impacts that are “relatively
small” but gives no further description as to which these are and why they are
“relatively small”.

There is no definition for “relatively small”, no criteria presented that are used to
judge if something is “relatively small”, no list and explanation of assumptions
that were used to determine what “relatively small” is, and no description of how
something was determined or documented as being “relatively small” for natural
resources, actions, and activities which have impacts in the CITR.

The CITR, instead of being crystal clear about potential cumulative or other
impacts, generalizes about impacts and mitigation required by not being specific.
The public is not able to understand exactly what may occur and there is no
easy, comparative, analysis provided for public review and comment. This
comparative need is explained in Sections 1502.14 and 1502.16 of CEQ/NEPS
regulations. A quantitative analysis for natural resources, actions, and activities
should be used whenever possible since a qualitative analysis leaves the public
with ambiguous information that is not adequately assessed and evaluated.

This same problem about generalizations and lack of specificity is found in the
use of the following phrases:

1. “ambient impacts” (Page 4);
2. “would not be negatively affected” (Page 4);
3. “some negative impacts” (Page 4);
4. “mitigated appropriately” (Page 4);
5. “minimizing the potential displacements and impacts” (Page 4);
6. “Additional design measures” (Page 4);
7. “stow development rates (Page 4);
8. “some indirect impacts” (Page 4);
9. “would be mitigated” (Page 5);
10. “no effects on or risk related to community cohesion” (Page 5);
11. “would be minimized as much as possible” (Page 5);
12. “would reduce some open space” (Page 6);
13. “Numerous ... residential displacements” (Page 6);
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14. “project area largely comprises” (Page 6);
15. “numerous noise barriers” (Page 6);
16. “numerous aesthetic walls” (Page 6);
17. “possible aesthetic improvements (Page 6);
18. “could be adversely impacted” (Page 6);
19. “numerous displacements” (Page 6);
20. “could be relocated” (Page 6);
21. “may be reduced” (Page 6);
22. “could require relocation” (Page 7);
23. “would attempt to maintain access” (Page 7);
24. “temporary loss of income” (Page 7);
25. “would create new job opportunities and income potential in the area in the
short-term” (Page 7);
26. “would facilitate proactive communications” (Page 7);
27. “expansion of modal changes” (Page 7);
28. “substantial adverse encroachment alteration impacts” (Page 7);
29. “significant adverse impacts” (Page 7);
30. “emissions will decline significantly” (Page 8);
31. “encroachment alteration effects to water quality would be minor” (Page 8);
32. “improved traffic speeds” (Page 8);
33. “potential induced growth” (Page 8);
34. “minimal temporary degradation of water quality” (Page 8);
35. “substantially reduce potential adverse impacts to surface waters” (Page 8);
36. “appropriate locations and sizes of bridges, culverts, and other drainage
structures” (Page 9);
37. “would not adversely impact existing floodplain conditions” (Page 9);
38. “Limited intact vegetation communities” (Page 9);
39. “would result in encroachment within regulatory fioodplains” (Page 9);
40. “would increase impermeable surfaces” (Page 9);
41. “relocate to less developed areas adjacent to the right-of-way” (Page 10);
42. “potential for encountering these species during construction is low” (Page
10);
43. “One area of moderate probability” (Page 10);
44. “Multiple areas of high archeological probability” (Page 10”;
45. “would be limited as a result of the proposed project” (Page 10);
46. “minimal direct and indirect impacts on protected species” (Page 10);
47. “suitable habitat ... is generally absent” (Page 10);
48. “medium probability areas” (Page 11);
49. “The visual impacts ... are expected to be neutral” (Page 11);
50. “would not have a prominent view of the proposed project area” (Page 11);
51. “visual and aesthetic resources ... are considered” (Page 11);
52. “The proposed project would be compatible with the environment” (Page 12);
53. “would not degrade the visual quality of the area” (Page 12);
54. “would have improved views or neutral visual impacts” (Page 12);
55. “visual quality would remain moderate” Page 12);
57. “would substantially reduce the highway footprint” (Pagel 2);
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58. The potential for induced development is low” (Page 12):
59. There is low potential for induced development from the project” (Page 12).

TxDOT should, for the phrases listed above, present the criteria used to judge
the significance of each phrase, list and explain the assumptions that were used
to determine what the phrase means and its significance, and describe how it
was determined or documented for each phrase the natural resources, actions,
and activities and their impacts in the CITR.

3) TxDOT dismisses several natural resource issues where the direct, indirect,
connected, and cumulative effects (impacts) are significant and does not provide
the analysis, assessment, and evaluation required by CEQ/NEPA for cumulative
actions and their effects.

Page 6, Air Quality, TxDOT dismisses “Air Quality” by saying. “Based on
regulations now in effect, overall mobile source air toxic (MSAT) emissions will
decline significantly ... Air quality trends show that the Houston area has had a
significant decline in the number of ozone exceedances from the 1990s to 2014

because improved traffic speeds will likely decrease localized emissions in
the project area and because air quality is already analyzed and managed
regionally, air quality is not analyzed further in the detailed cumulative impacts
analysis.”

These statements are misguided and incorrect. TxDOT does not consider the air
quality conditions and ozone violations that have occurred since 2014 (6 years
ago). The best air quality science is not being used in this CITR. The
assumption that current air quality trends will continue or that projected air
pollution reductions will occur is inaccurate historically and not documented in the
CITR.

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), each time it has
submitted a State Implementation Plan (SIP), has said that the ozone SIP will
achieve compliance and eliminate ozone non-attainment conditions in the
Houston Area. Each time (for at least 30 years) the TCEQ has been wrong due
to modeling and projections of air pollution reductions that either did not occur or
were insufficient to attain the ozone standard.

The City of Houston (CDH) and Harris County are in violation of the 0.075 ppm
and 0.070 ppm ozone 8-hour standards even though TCEQ declared we would
meet those standards with past/present SIPs.

Repeatedly the U.S. EPA has documented that vehicle air pollution is greater
than modeled or projected from tailpipe emission tests. The current MOVES and
MOBILE models, used to determine air pollution in our region, have been shown
to underpredict air pollution from vehicles for the past several decades.
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The Volkswagen diesel scandal plus Mercedes Benz, BMW, Fiat-Chrysler, and
other manufacturer air pollution scandals document that air pollution from many
vehicles is much higher than stated.

TxDOT does not mention stationary source or industrial air pollution which mixes
with vehicle air pollution from 1-4511-69 and contributes cumulatively to high
ozone levels, high air toxic pollution levels, and high greenhouse gas (climate
change) air pollution. Since 2017, there have been numerous multiple-day
events where industrial facilities have emitted 100’s of tons of air pollution which
affect air quality of the project area and the region, including Harris County.
These cumulative air pollutants must be analyzed in the CITR but TxDOT does
not mention them and apparently has not done so.

When TxDOT refers to “improved traffic speeds’ it does not acknowledge that
greater vehicle speeds mean the generation of more nitrogen oxides (NOx) air
pollution. Since NOx is the air pollutant that drives ozone formation in the
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria Ozone Non-attainment Area (NOx limited), greater
speeds will be mean greater NOx air pollutants due to this project which could
increase the likelihood of ozone violations.

The Trump administration has also weakened or is in the process of weakening
the fuel efficiency and tailpipe emissions standards. This will add further air
pollution to the project and must be analyzed and mitigation in the CITR.

In the future, traffic congestion will catch up with the TxDOT’s overoptimistic
traffic speeds and this will result in more volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
from vehicles due to the project. TxDOT does not analyze these scenarios with
the cumulative air pollutants that are found in the entire HGB Ozone Non-
attainment Area and the cumulative impacts the project will have on ozone air
pollution and other forms of air pollution.

4) TxDOT ignores climate change (greenhouse gas) air pollution as a cumulative
action/effect which includes carbon dioxide and methane in the HGB Airshed and
how this will affect natural resources listed and not listed. An increase in
temperature will exacerbate the “heat island” effect in Harris and surrounding
counties which means more air conditioning (AC), more energy use, more air
pollution produced, and more health risks to people who either have no AC or
must work, play, and travel in this increased heat with temperature and intensity
(heat index).

TxDOT believes that estimated air quality trends and expected reductions in air
pollution will lead to a cleaner environment and therefore cumulative impacts do
not have to be considered because they are not significant. This is inarguably
wrong and our past air pollution history documents that this belief is incorrect.
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The cumulative impacts of climate change and how this project will be affected
by climate change is not analyzed. More hot days with increased temperatures
and intensities (heat index) means more road repairs and wear and tear on the
project. More rainfall run-off and non-point source water pollution (micro-plastics,
sediments, air pollution fallout, and trash in water) can be anticipated due to
climate change but TxDOT does not talk about climate change cumulative
effects.

The recently released National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
Atlas 14 Rainfall Frequency data (fall of 2018) must be used for environmental
impact analyses and mitigation measure effectiveness analyses. Harris County
Flood Control District will re-map all watershed floodplains in Harris County due
to the updated information found in Atlas 14. TxDOT has been hesitant to use
this best available science but should not be.

It is widely accepted that areas currently mapped in the 500-year floodplain will
be in the 100-year floodplain after re-mapping. It is crucial that TxDOT state how
it has accounted for this major expansion of 100-year fioodplains in watersheds
that will be affected by the project and what mitigation measures will be used to
prevent or ameliorate flooding and flood waters due to this project and its effects
on climate change.

5) Another natural resource issue that TxDOT dismisses wrongly is flooding. In
the past 5 years Houston has had 6 federally declared flooding disasters. The
COH’s chief resilience officer, Marissa Aho, said recently ‘that we know that
these climate events are happening more intensely and more frequently” (“Texas
on path of half of the $1 billion disasters in 2019”, Perla Trevizo, Houston
Chronicle, January 16, 2020).

Page 9, Floodplains, TxDOT dismisses flooding by saying, “construction
activities would occur in the mapped 100-year floodplain. Approximately 498
acres of existing and proposed right-of-way associated with the Preferred
Alternative would traverse mapped 100-year floodplains ... would be designed
for design events up to the 100-year storm event ... Excluded because the
hydraulic design of the project would permit conveyance of the 100-year storm
event. This resource is not analyzed further in the detailed cumulative impacts
analysis.”

TxDOT does not acknowledge that the existing 100-year flood in the Houston
region is now agreed to be what was called the 500-year flood in the past.
TxDOT, in the past, for this project has not agreed to use the most recent NOAA
rainfall data which documents that rainfalls are more intense than in the past.

Since Houston and the surrounding counties frequently have 500-year floods, the
100-year flood projection that TxDOT says it will provide is insufficient mitigation
to prevent flooding due to this project. TxDOT fails to say anything about where

6



it will convey the flood waters generated by this project and which and how
downstream users will be affected cumulatively. Since climate change will
continue and it is predicted that additional rainfalls may further increase in
frequency and intensity TxDOT must provide at a minimum of 500-year flood
protection with this project.

6) TxDOT does not address the expense of transportation in the CITR. The
Houston Chronicle reported recently (“Houston cost of housing and
transportation par with New York”, R.A. Schuetz, Houston Chronicle, January 15,
2020) that although Houston has been thought of as an affordable city with
affordable housing, due to urban sprawl, there is a “relatively high expense of
transportation ... As a result, a median-earning household in Houston spends 50
percent of its income on housing and transportation, compared to about 45
percent spent by a median-earing household in New York City”. This high cost of
transportation in Houston should be considered a significant environmental
problem and should be covered in this CITR, under “Economic Conditions”.

7) TxDOT, in the CITR, does not make the connection between higher speeds,
which it says the project will allow, and reduced safety. It is true that “speed
kills”, all things being equal, when there is a vehicle crash. TxDOT understands
that most people speed above the 60-mph speed limit. This illegal, but a realistic
speed, is usually 10-20-mph above the 60-mph speed limit. TxDOT does not talk
about this negative environmental condition caused by the project and how
TxDOT will mitigate this effect and the additional air pollution it will generate.
Increased speeds and more vehicle traffic mean more wear and tear and
expense due to the 1-45 project. But no discussion is found in the CITR about
this problem.

8) TxDOT ignores in the CITR the cumulative impacts due to light pollution. The
widening of the 1-45/1-69 highways due to this project will create a great
convergence of traffic lanes. TxDOT will install many highway light fixtures in a
concentrated area for safety/visibility purposes for dawn, dusk, inclement
weather, and evening hours.

The additional lanes, on/off ramps, and frontage roads will create additional light
pollution. The light from this project, other cumulative lights that will occur due to
additional growth and headlights from additional traffic will affect the ability of
drivers to see through glare above and underground, will affect those who live or
work on or near the project with additional light pollution, and may reduce the
ability of people to watch the night sky in Houston. TxDOT should conduct an
analysis that focuses on critical areas where these high light pollution conditions
may occur so that light pollution effects are assessed, analyzed, and evaluated
and mitigation measures are proposed and implemented.

9) Although TxDOT does mention noise pollution it does it in vague way when it
refers to mitigation measures that will be implemented, where they will be
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implemented, and how effective each mitigation measure is. The cumulative
impacts of noise pollution on the Downtown and EaDO areas should be covered
thoroughly in the CITR.

10) A criticism of the analysis of environmental impacts and natural resources
that are considered in the CITR is that TxDOT is vague about mitigation even
though CEQ/NEPA rules require mitigation and monitoring. These requirements
are spelled out in:

1. Section 1500.1 Purpose, (c), “The NEPA process is intended to help public
officials make decisions that are based on understanding of environmental
consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the
environment. These regulations provide the direction to achieve this purpose.”

2. Section 1500.2 Policy, (e), “Use the NEPA process to identify and assess the
reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse
effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment.”

3. Section 1500.2 Policy, (fl, “Use all practicable means, consistent with the
requirements of the Act and other essential considerations of national policy, to
restore and enhance the quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize
any possible adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of the human
environment.”

4. Section 1502.1 Purpose, “The primary purpose of an environmental impact
statement is to serve as an action-forcing device to insure that the policies and
goals defined in the act are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the
federal government. It shall provide full and fair discussion of significant
environmental impacts and shall inform decisionmakers and the public of the
reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or
enhance the quality of the human environment.

5. Section 1502.14 Alternatives including the proposed action, (f), “Include
appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.”

6. Section 1502.16 Environmental Consequences, (e), “Energy requirements
and conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation measures.”

7. Section 1502.16 Environmental Consequences, (f), “Natural or depletable
resource requirements and conservation potential of various alternatives and
mitigation measures.”

8. Section 1502.16 Environmental Consequences, (g), “Urban quality, historic
and cultural resources, and the design of the built environment, including the
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reuse and conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation
measures.”

9. Section 1502.16 Environmental Consequences, (h), “Means to mitigate
adverse environmental impacts (if not fully covered under Section 1502.14(f)).”

10. Section 1503.3 Specificity of comments, (d), “When a cooperating agency
with jurisdiction by law objects to or expresses reservations about the proposal
on grounds of environmental impacts, the agency expressing the objection or
reservation shall specify the mitigation measures it considers necessary to allow
the agency to grant or approve applicable permit, license, or related
requirements or concurrences.”

11. Section 1504.2 Criteria for referral, (fl, “Environmental referrals should be
made to the Council ... In determining what environmental objections to the
mailer are appropriate to refer to the Council, an agency should weight potential
adverse environmental impacts, considering: (f) Availability of environmentally
preferable alternatives”.

12. Section 1504.3 Procedure for referrals and response, (c)(2)(vi), “Give the
referring agency’s recommendations as to what mitigation alternative, further
study, or other course of action (including abandonment of the mailer) are
necessary to remedy the situation.”

13. Section 1505.2 Record of decision in cases requiring environmental
impact statements, (b), “Identify all alternatives considered by the agency in
reaching its decision, specifying the alternative or alternatives which were
considered to be environmentally preferable.”

14. Section 1505.2 Record of decision in cases requiring environmental
impact statements, (c), “State whether all practicable means to avoid or
minimize environmental harm from the alternative selected have been adopted,
and if not, why they were not. A monitoring and enforcement program shall be
adopted and summarized where applicable for any mitigation.”

15. Section 1505.3 Implementing the decision, “Agencies may provide for
monitoring to assure that their decisions are carried out and should do so in
important cases. Mitigation (Section 1505.2(c)) and other conditions established
in the environmental impact statement or during its review and committed a part
of the decision shall be implemented by the lead agency or other appropriate
consenting agency.”

16. Section 1505.3 Implementing the decision, (b), “The lead agency shall:
(b) Condition finding of actions on mitigation.”
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17. Section 1505.3 Implementing the decision, (c), “Upon request, inform
cooperating or commenting agencies on progress in carrying out mitigation
measures which they have proposed and which were adopted by the agency
making the decision.”

18. Section 1505.3 Implementing the decision, (d), “Upon request, make
available to the public the results of relevant monitoring.”

19. Section 1508.20 Mitigation, (a) through (e),”Mitigation includes: (a)
Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation. (c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring
the affected environment. (d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by
preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action. (e)
Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.”

20. Section 1508.25 Scope, (b)(3),”Scope consists of the range of actions, and
impacts to be considered in an environmental impact statement ... (b)
Alternatives, which include: (3) Mitigation measures (not in the proposed
action).”

TxDOT should ensure that the appropriate mitigation/monitoring, the right
amount of mitigation/monitoring, and the documentation of mitigation/monitoring
is done for the project and revealed in the CITR. TxDOT should release to the
public periodically, updates about mitigation/monitoring, their effectiveness, and
whether more is needed.

11) TxDOT needs to do a better lob in providing the public with time to review,
comment, and collaborate with it on the project. According the CEQ/NEPA
implementing regulations, the public is very important:

1. Section 1500.1 Purpose (b), ‘NEPA procedures must insure that
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens ... Accurate
scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to
implementing NEPA.”

2. Section 1500.2 Policy (b), “Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent
possible: ... Implement procedures to make the NEPA process more useful to
decisionmakers and the public

3. Section 1500.2 Policy (d), “Encourage and facilitate public involvement in
decisions which affect the quality of the human environment”.

4. Section 1500.6 Agency authority, “Each agency shall interpret the provisions
of the act as a supplement to its existing authority and as a mandate to view
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traditional policies and missions in the light of the Acts national environmental
objectives ... The phrase “to the fullest extent possible” in section 102 means
that each agency of the federal government shall comply with that section unless
existing law applicable to the agency’s operations expressly prohibits or makes
compliance impossible.”

5. Section 1501.2 Apply NEPA early in the process (d)(2), “The federal
agency consults early with appropriate ... interested private persons and
organizations when its own involvement is reasonably foreseeable.”

6. Section 1501.4 Whether to prepare an environmental impact
statement(e)(1), “The agency shall make the finding of no significant impact
available to the affected public as specified in Section 1506.6.”

7. Section 1501.4 Whether to prepare an environmental impact
statement(e)(2), “In certain limited circumstances ... the agency shall make the
finding of no significant impact available for public review ... for 30 days before
the agency makes its final determination”.

8. Section 1501.5 Lead agencies (d), “Any federal agency, or any state or local
agency or private person substantially affected by the absence of lead agency
designation, may make a written request to the potential lead agencies that a
lead agency be designated.”

9. Section 1501.7 Scoping, “There shall be an early and open process for
determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the
significant issues related to a proposed action.”

10. Section 1501.7 Scoping (a)(1), “Invite the participation of ... and other
interested persons (including those who might not be in accord with the action on
environmental grounds)”.

11. Section 1501.7 Scoping (a)(5), “Indicate any public environmental
assessments and other environmental impact statements which are being or will
be prepared that are related to but are not part of the scope of the impact
statement under consideration.”

12. Section 1501.7 Scoping (b)(4), “Hold an early scoping meeting or
meetings”.

13. Section 1501.8 Time limits (b)(1)(iv), “Degree of public need for the
proposed action, including the consequences of delay”.

14. Section 1501.8 Time limits (b)(1)(v), “Number of persons and agencies
affected.”
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15. Section 1501.8 Time limits (b)(2)(iv), “Review of any comments on the draft
environmental impact statement form the public and agencies.”

16. Section 1501.8 Time limits (b)(2)(vi), “Review of any comments on the final
environmental impact statement.”

17. Section 1501.8 Time limits (c), “State or local agencies or members of the
public may request a federal agency to set time limits.”

18. Section 1502.1 Purpose, “The primary purpose of an environmental impact
statement is to serve as an action-forcing device to insure that the policies and
goals defined in the Act are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the
federal government ... shall inform decisionmakers and the public of the
reasonable alternatives”.

19. Section 1502.8 Writing, “Environmental impact statements shall be written
in plain language ... so that decisionmakers and the public can readily
understand them.”

20. Section 1502.9 Draft, final, and supplemental statements (b), “... The
agency shall discuss at appropriate points in the final statement any responsible
opposing view which was not adequately discussed in the drat statement and
shall indicate the agency’s response to the issues raised.”

21. Section 1502.12 Summary, “Each environmental impact statement shall
contain a summary .. (including issues raised by agencies and the public)”.

22. Section 1502.13 Alternatives including the proposed action, “This section
is the heart of the environmental impact statement ... in comparative form, thus
sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options
by the decisionmakers and the public”.

23. Section 1502.19 Circulation of the environmental impact statement, (c),
“Agencies shall circulate the entire draft and final environmental impact
statements ... except that the entire statement shall be furnished to: ... Any
person, organizations, or agency requesting the entire environmental impact
statement.”

24. Section 1502.19 Circulation of the environmental impact statement, (d),
“In the case of a final environmental impact statement any person, organizations,
or agency which submitted substantive comments on the draft. If the agency
circulates the summary and thereafter receives a timely request for the entire
statement and for additional time to comment, the time for that requester only
shall be extended by at least 15 days beyond the minimum period.”
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25. Section 1502.21 Incorporation by reference, “Agencies shall incorporate
material into an environmental impact statement by reference when the effect will
be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action

No material may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably available
for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for
comment.

26. Section 1503.1 Inviting comments, (a)(4), “After preparing a draft
environmental impact statement and before preparing a final environmental
impact statement the agency shall ... Request comments from the public,
affirmatively soliciting comments from those persons or organizations who may
be interested or affected.”

27. Section 1503.1 Inviting comments, (b), An agency may request comments
on a final environmental impact statement ... in any case other agencies or
persons may make comments before the final decision unless a different time is
provided under Section 1506.10.’

28. Section 1503.3 Specificity of comments, (a), ‘Comments on an
environmental impact statement or on a proposed shall be as specific as possible
and may address either the adequacy of the statement or the merits of the
alternatives discussed or both.”

29. Section 1503.4 Response to comments, (a) and (5), “An agency preparing
a final environmental impact statement shall assess and consider comments both
individually and collectively ... Explain why the comments do not warrant further
agency response”.

30. Section 1503.4 Response to comments, (b), “All substantive comments
received ... should be attached to the final statement whether or not the
comment is thought to merit individual discussion by the agency in the text of the
statement.”

31. Section 1504.3 Procedure for referrals and response, (e), “Interested
persons ... may deliver their view in writing to the Council.”

32. Section 1503.4 Procedures for referrals and response, (f)(3), “Hold public
meetings or hearings to obtain additional views and information.”

33. Section 1505.1 Agency decision-making procedures, (c), “Requiring that
relevant environment documents, comments, and response be part of the record
in formal rulemaking or adjudicatory proceedings.”

34. Section 1505.1 Agency decision-making procedures, (e), “Requiring that
the alternatives considered by the decision -maker ... If another decision
document accompanies the relevant environmental documents to the decision
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maker, agencies are encouraged to make available to the public before the
decision made any part of that document that related to the comparison of
alternatives.’

35. Section 1505.2 Record of decision in cases requiring environmental
impact statements, “At the time of its decision ... if appropriate, its
recommendation to congress each agency shall prepare a concise public record
of decision.”

36. Section 1505.3 Implementing the decision, (d), “Upon request, make
available to the public the results of relevant monitoring.”

37. Section 1506.6 Public Involvement, (a), “Agencies shalt: Make diligent
efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA
procedures.”

38. Section 1506.6 Public involvement, (b)(1), (2), and (3), “Provide public
notice of NEPA-related hearings, public meetings, and the availability of
environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who may
be interested or affected ... In all cases the agency shall mail notice to those who
have requested it on an individual action ... In the case of an action with effects
of national concern notice shall include publication in the Federal Register and
notice by mail to national organizations reasonably expect to be interested in the
matter and may include listing in the 102 Monitor. An agency engaged in rule
making may provide notice by mail to national organizations who have requested
that notice regularly be provided. Agencies shall maintain a list of such
organizations ... In the case of an action with effect primarily of local concern the
notice may include: (i) through (ix)”.

39. Section 1506.6 Public Involvement, (c)(2), “Hold or sponsor public hearings
or public meetings .... If a draft environmental impact statement is to be
considered at the public hearing, the agency should make the statement
available to the public at least 15 days in advance.”
40. Section 1506.6 Public Involvement, (d), “Solicit appropriate information
from the public.”

41. Section 1506.6 Public Involvement, (e), “Explain in it procedures where
interested persons can get information or status reports”.

42. Section 1506.6 Public Involvement, (fl, “Make environmental impact
statements the comments received, and any underlying documents available to
the public ... Materials to be made available to the public shall be provided to the
public without charge to the extent practicable, or at a fee which is not more than
the actual costs of reproducing copies required to be sent to other federal
agencies, including the Council.”
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43. Section 1506.8 Proposals for legislation, (a), “The NEPA process for
proposals for legislation ... may be transmitted to Congress up to 30 days later in
order to allow time for completion of an accurate statement which can serve as
the basis for public and Congressional debate”.

44. Section 1506.10 Timing of agency action, (b)(2), “No decision on the
proposed action shall be made ... some agencies have a formal established
appeal process which allows other agencies or the public to take appeals on a
decision and make their views known, after publication of the final environmental
impact statement

45. Section 1506.10 Timing of agency action, (c), “However ... agencies shall
allow not less than 45 days for comments on draft statements.”

46. Section 1507.3 Agency procedures, (c), “Agency procedures may include
specific criteria for providing limited exceptions to the provisions ... which
address classified proposals may be safeguarded and restricted from public
dissemination ... These documents may be organized so that classified portions
can be included as annexes, in order that the unclassified portions can be made
available to the public.”

47. Section 1508.9 Environmental assessment, (a), “Means a concise public
document”.

48. Section 1508.22 Notice of Intent, “Notice of intent means a notice that an
environmental impact statement will be prepare and considered”.

These provisions of CEQ/NEPA regulations either refer to the public specifically
or to a process that requires public participation. TxDOT should utilize the
requirement for public participation and maximize its use for this project.
Although TxDOT has provided meetings throughout the process, the real value of
discussion and collaboration should lead to significant changes to this project.
TxDOT has not recognized this public input value appropriately. The Sierra Club
urges TxDOT to ensure that all communities directly or indirectly effected by the
project are engaged in discussion and collaboration that is truly inclusive, reflects
equity and environmental justice, and results in significant and meaningful project
changes.

12) TxDOT has a responsibility to ensure that its facilities are safe and designed
to assist in emergency response situations. By placing a cap over lanes, the
opportunity for direct emergency access to incidents via helicopter is reduced or
eliminated. If a vehicle stalls or has a breakdown the driver and passengers will
be at risk underground from other vehicles, air pollution, and noise pollution.

If flood, air pollution, fire, explosion, multi-vehicle crash, sabotage, or terrorist
events occur, it will be difficult to stop vehicles from entering the capped
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segment. This will exacerbate impacts of an incident. Worst-case scenario
modeling (CEQ/NEPA Section 1502.22) must be conducted to determine the
impacts of emergency incidents and how exits and other mitigation measures
can be designed to reduce impacts. An incident alert system, a mechanism that
shuts down traffic lanes during an incident, and a mechanism that keeps more
drivers from entering the capped segment is needed. These and other additional
mitigation measures should be considered by TxDOT to address emergency
incidents.

This is an important cumulative impact that TxDOT has not addressed
particularly since large-scale rains have caused region-wide emergency
response situations in the project and wider area at least 6 times in the past 5
years. Is it possible that inadvertently TxDOT has created a large detention
facility that will fill during storms and may also endanger users? This worst-case
scenario should be analyzed in CITR.

13) Pages 11 and 12, Visual and Aesthetic Resources and Page 44, 5.1.5
Visual Resources, TxDOT underestimates the effects that the project will have
on people when viewed from visual and aesthetic resources. TxDOT states that,
“The visual impacts of the Segment 1 Preferred Alternative are expected to be
neutral. The proposed project would be compatible with the environment and
would not degrade the visual quality of the area. Although some residential
viewers closest to the proposed project would experience degradation of visual
quality, the majority of residential and recreational viewers would not have a
prominent view of the proposed project area ... no significant visual resources
would experience degradation in visual quality ... No project-related
encroachment alteration impacts to visual and aesthetic resources in Segments 1
and 2 would be anticipate as a result of the Preferred Alternative. Encroachment
alteration affects to visual and aesthetic resources in Segment 3 may include
changes beyond the footprint of the Preferred Alternative where elevated
sections are removed or depressed sections are constructed ... Because
significant adverse impacts are not anticipated this resource on its own is not
anticipated to be analyzed further ... The visual impacts of the Segment 2
Preferred Alternative are expected to be neutral. The proposed project is
compatible with the environment and would not degrade the visual quality of the
area ... The overall visual quality impact would be neutral for Segment 3 ... the
majority of viewsheds in the Segment 3 area would have improved views or
neutral visual impacts ... and visual quality would remain moderate”.

It is not clear how TxDOT made these determinations. Highways and
construction, and in this case two highways combined and widened together, is
by its nature ugly, creates polluted air, is noisy, full of light, unsafe for
pedestrians, and not the type of place most people want to see or live near.

The idea that the visual or aesthetic experience would be neutral or moderate is
not borne out when one experiences, views, and analyzes highway and highway
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construction projects and their effects. The visual and aesthetic resources
should be given full and complete cumulative impacts analysis, assessment, and
evaluation with adequate mitigation. TxDOT has not done this and the CITR is
inadequate because of that.

Page 44, TxDOT uses the phrase “Where practicable” about mitigation to
“improve the visual and aesthetic quality of the project area”. TxDOT never
defines what this means and where specific mitigation measures will be
implemented. “Being evaluated” is not a commitment to mitigation. For example,
TxDOT avoids analysis of light pollution and does not commit to any acquisition
of green space for parks or other similar purposes.

14) Pages 4-6, Neighborhoods and Public Facilities, Page 7, Economic
Conditions, Page 8, Surface Water Quality, Page 9, Floodplains and
Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S., Pages 9 and 10, Vegetation and
Wildlife, Page 10, Soils and Geology, and Pages 11 and 12, Visual and
Aesthetic Resources, and other resources listed by TxDOT are affected by
induced growth and this induced growth is significant. TxDDT says nothing
about combining two highways together and the induced development potential
that this cause.

TxDOT admits that 498 acres of existing and proposed right-of-way will be in the
100-year floodplain; that 480 acres of vegetation types could be destroyed by the
Preferred Alternative; that the proposed project is expected to induce
redevelopment; that there will be a 92,064 construction employment job impact;
that indirect effects to income will be $4.1 billion; indirect impact to employment
will be 89,323 jobs; direct income effects are $2 billion; and a statewide final
demand of $19.2 billion will be created.

With these impacts, expected employment, and income how could growth and
development (including redevelopment) not be significant? There will be
significant induced or secondary development and TxDOT must include
cumulative effects analysis, assessment, and evaluation for growth,
development, and redevelopment due to this project and mitigation measures to
address these impacts.

15) Pages 6 and 7, Environmental Justice, TxDOT admits that where the
project will be constructed, “Numerous single-family and multi-family residential
displacements would occur ... largely comprises minority and/or low-income
communities ... Environmental Justice individuals/populations could be
adversely impacted by increased traffic noise, permanent and temporary visual
impacts due to roadway design, construction activities and displacement of
homes, businesses, and places of worship . . .The proposed project would result
in numerous displacements including residences of members of minority and
low-income communities, businesses, and community facilities that primarily
serve Environmental Justice individuals/populations ... services to Environmental
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Justice populations maybe reduce in the community ... Environmental justice
populations are vulnerable populations and include minority and low-income
persons ... Data collected for directs impacts indicated the presence of
Environmental Justice populations in the Census profile areas for the Preferred
Alternative.”

Note TxDOT uses the word “could be” to denote doubt about whether these
impacts will occur instead of the certainty of “will be” which is documented on
Page 4, Neighborhoods and Public Facilities (including potential
displacement impacts), by the displacement of 160 single4amily residences,
433 multi-family residential units, 486 public and low-income housing multi-family
residential units, 344 businesses, 5 places of worship, and 2 schools/universities.

Each environmental justice community is different. Each environmental justice
community should be looked at in a site-specific manner when determining what
mitigation measures are appropriate. Environmental justice is not something that
is done to a community. It is something that a community is, claims, and makes
decisions about. Mitigation measures for environmental justice communities and
residents should include for this project:

1. Buyouts to remove environmental justice communities and residents from
harm.

2. Payment of moving costs.

3. Strategies to keep environmental justice communities together when they must
move.

4. Assistance in finding and moving into better, low-cost, replacement, housing.

5. Follow-up monitoring on people who move to ensure they get restarted.

6. Provide jobs for environmental justice community residents via ecosystem
restoration work.

16) Pages 15 through 25, 2.3.1 Community Resources, Pages 45 and 46,
5.1.6 Community Facilities, 6.0 Step 5: Mitigation Measures and Regulatory
Framework, and 6.1 Community Resources, HGAC is a planning entity but not
an entity the implements plans. HGAC’s guidance is just that, voluntary
guidance. All cities and counties that belong to HGAC do not have to abide by
any of HGAC’s plans. The implementation mechanism is voluntary, not
mandatory. HGAC makes no regulatory decisions.

The Livable Centers studies are simply studies. There is no implementation
mechanism to ensure that Livable Centers are built. The livable Centers study
does not any implementation. TxDOT does not reveal how much of the COH or
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Harris County meets the Livable Centers” standards. How much of the COH is
compact, designed to be walkable, and has good connections and accessibility?
The Livable Centers studies are 9 years old and probably rely on data older than
that. What is the current condition in Downtown and EaDo? TxDOT says that
“the Livable City study supports potential mitigation measures” but does not say
which Livable Centers mitigation measures are included in the project, how many
there are, where they are located, how much a difference they make (percentage
of total area of the COH or Harris County), etc. Since TxDOT admits it is talking
about “potential mitigation measures” how many Livable Centers mitigation
measures will be implemented and are not “potential”.

To say on Page 20 that, “Downtown is the standard for urban livability” does not
make sense and is not true. Downtown has a long way to go before it meets any
unstated and required standards that are equated to livability. The residential
units that TxDOT refers to have to be affordable but often are not for most
people.

Relying on a COH annual report on Page 21 from 2015 does not make sense.
Since the COH prepares this report each year a 2018 annual report should be
used. Using a 2008 (11 years old) report on Page 23 to discuss housing means
TxDOT relies on outdated data.

TxDOT should model this project using Harvey and Imelda rainfall, Page 24, over
the project area to provide potential flooding and housing damage.

TxDOT contradicts itself by first saying, Page 25, that “this project is not
anticipated to cause significant increase in the problem of affordable housing
availability” and then states that the project “would result in significant
displacements”. TxDOT is not able to determine where people will live and get
an equal or better housing deal. TxDOT presents no analysis here of either the
problem or how the problem will be solved.

The density figures TxDOT uses are 10 years old and must be updated.
“Potential for resilience” does not equate to resilience. TxDOT does not provide
a mechanism, prioritization system, or auditing system that is required by anyone
to implement for resilience, population growth, and employment growth.

TxDOT talks about the “beneficial impacts” of the project but does not talk about
the negative impacts like speeding, unsafe driving conditions, people killed or
injured, property damage, delays due to crashes and construction, congestion,
mobility impairments, etc.

TxDOT talks about “increased investment in transit projects” and “This transit
supportive focus” but this is not what this project provides and certainly TxDOT
does not explain how this project is “supporting transit operations”. This is
particularly true when TxDOT admits on Page 7 that the project may have
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“Displacement of bus stops ... require rerouting or redirecting of existing rail lines
and infrastructure”

Page 47, longitudinally tined pavement on main-lanes and frontage roads is
mitigation via design and operation of roads and does not belong under
“Minimize construction Noise through BMPs”. While the Sierra Club supports
weatherization and energy efficiency for low-income residences it is not clear
how this is mitigation for displacements and environmental impacts that the
project causes.

Page 48, Table 8, Planned Parenthood, the Sierra Club believes that driving 11
to 13 miles from your neighborhood in Greenspoint for health visits is a negative
impact. TxDOT should explain why it believes this is not a negative
environmental impact and should require mitigation measures to account for this
negative environmental impact.

Pages 48 and 49, Table 8, for churches, it is not clear how listing churches
within a mile of a church that will be destroyed by the project is adequate
mitigation when other churches may not be of a person’s faith or synod. TxDOT
must conduct analysis that is appropriate for each negative environmental
impacts and propose appropriate mitigation to reduce or eliminate each negative
environmental impact.

17) Pages 26 and 27, 4.1 Community Resources, TxDOT documents that it is
essentially a land use agency. Where TxDOT builds highways and other roads it
provides the access that allows development. The oil/gas industry did not just
stimulate the economy but also depressed the economy in the 1980’s and now in
2020. The oil/gas industry is a “boom and bust” industry and creates a “boom
and bust” economy.

TxDOT states, Page 29, that it will spend through 2032, $7.1 billion for road
projects. Since this project is slated to cost $7 billion this means only $100
million for all other TxDOT road projects will be spent through 2032. The Sierra
Club believes that the project cost is underestimated and that it will cost much
more than $7 billion to complete this project.

TxDOT refers to 1,685 acres of land, Page 30, that is developable but does not
state that most of the land that will be developed in the project area will occur
due to redevelopment. Tables 4 and S document that right-of-way, which is
mostly roads, is the second largest category of current land use in the project
area. The project area is already overdeveloped with roads and the impacts of
roads. The 757 acres of land that is developed by 2045 is not simply 1% of the
RSA, it is all the land with vegetation or other living features that is left and is
therefore even more important due to its rarity. TxDOT fails to show that
redevelopment and development trends are not linked to the project. Since
much of the traffic is pass-through traffic TxDOT suggests that there is no linkage
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between the project and development. This ignores the development that this
project allows in places other than the project area.

TxDOT suggests, Page 32, development that is proposed or is occurring
represent signs of healthy economic growth and land use development in an

urban city” but provides no definition of what healthy is, no criteria used to judge
this, and no analysis that documents that this statement is true. TxDOT does not
state what affordable housing unit” definition it uses. The cost of the 872 units
under construction should be provided. For what income levels are these units
affordable?

18) Page 38, 5.0 The Overall Effects of the Proposed Project Combined With
Other Actions, TxDOT states “The efforts toward more sustainable development
patterns that have emerged as a result of air quality regulation and livable cities
initiatives”. The Sierra Club does not know of any TCEQ air quality regulations
that have anything to do with sustainable development or have caused such
development. TCEQ is not a land use agency and has no land use powers. The
Livable Centers initiatives are simply studies and have no regulatory or other
mechanisms that require implementation. TxDOT provides no documentation of
what impacts the Livable Centers initiatives have had on COH and Harris County
and sustainable development patterns.

TxDOT refers to “a regulatory framework in place with mitigation requirements
that may apply”, Page 39, when there is no regulatory framework that deals with
mitigation that “may apply”. What is important is what TxDOT requires and not
what “may apply”. TxDOT must provide specific information on what mitigation
“will be” required.

TxDOT on Page 40 does not provide actual plans that it will implement for
affordable housing and homelessness for mitigation. TxDOT appears to try to
pass its responsibility for these impacts onto others with no assured
implementation of mitigation measures. TxDQT does not live up to its
responsibilities.

TxDOT refers to a trend of “economic growth” in Houston. What TxDOT does
not say is that economic growth has not occurred for all people in the COH or
Harris County. TxDOT states that “Relevant policies include the livable cities and
complete communities initiatives”. These are plans and are not required to be
implemented. HGAC does not have regulatory authority. Everything that is
implemented is strictly on a voluntary basis. This does not ensure mitigation will
be required and implemented. “Potential” does not equal “required”.

TxDOT does the same thing for commercial development, Pages 41 and 42, and
mitigation for businesses that will be destroyed by this project. The mitigation
referred to is called “potential”. TxDOT states “The planned commercial
developments have the potential to help accommodate displacements ... market
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values of properties could either increase or decrease ... increased commercial
development and employment opportunities are expect to continue in the region

commercial displacements caused by the proposed project would decrease
the local tax base ... This plan includes a strategy to establish an Innovation
District ... The H-GAC’s Livable Centers Studies initiative promotes walkable,
sustainable commercial developments ... 2025 Master Plan calls for additional
economic development ... Additional mitigation to consider’. This all points to
voluntary and potential mitigation and not what TxDOT will do, just what it will
consider. This is not adequate for mitigation.

TxDOT, when talking about parks, trails, and open space, Pages 42 and 43,
talks in general statements and is not specific about what mitigation will be
required. TxDOT must state what parks, greenways, greenspaces, open spaces,
etc., will be affected and how mitigation will occur. Any “cap” over the road, does
not equate to greenspace mitigation because TxDOT refuses to pay for
greenspace on top of the cap. TxDOT is not taking personal responsibility to
mitigate the damage that is caused by the project. Provision of “opportunities’ for
more parks, trials, and open space” is not the same as providing for new parks,
trails and open space. TxDOT does not commit to mitigation commensurate with
the damages it will cause in the project area.

19) Page 52, 7.0 Conclusion, TxDOT states that “Mitigation of direct adverse
impacts farm the proposed project substantially reduces the project’s incremental
contribution to adverse cumulative impacts on community resources.” This
statement is not borne out by the analysis or lack of analysis that TxDOT has
conducted in the CITR. TxDOT has failed to conduct cumulative analysis for air
quality, flooding, vegetation, and other issues. TxDOT has avoided doing what
CEQ/NEPA requires and does not commit to mitigation measure implementation.
The CITR is inadequate and the Sierra Club requests that TxDDT prepare an
adequate CITR that analyzes and requires specific mitigation measures for all
natural resources, actions, and activities that the projects will negative impacts.

20) Attachment B, TxDOT Roadway Projects in the RSA with a Letting Date
between 1984 and 2D32, TxDOT fails to include all road projects that will be
implemented during the timeframe analyzed. There are no COH, Harris County,
or other entity road projects on the list and therefore there is no cumulative
impacts analysis conducted on all road projects in the project area. This does
not meet CEQ/NEPA regulations for cumulative actions and impacts analysis.
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The Sierra Club appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Cumulative
Impacts Technical Report. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Brandt Mannchen
Conservation Committee
Houston Regional Group of the Sierra Club
20923 Kings Clover Court
Humble, Texas 77346
281-570-7212
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Amanda Austin; Matthews, Patty; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; "dwiller@HNTB.com"
Subject: FW: I-45 Expansion
Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:56:03 AM

Comment for the record

-----Original Message-----
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:44 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: I-45 Expansion

Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Heidi Skiff 
Sent: Friday, January 24, 2020 8:04 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: I-45 Expansion

I have serious concerns regarding the proposed expansion of I-45 and the impact it will have on those of us who call Houston (inside
the city limits) home. Living in the historic area around the 610 north loop is lovely! Building an invasive and grotesque freeway
system is not the answer.

Please consider cleaning the existing freeways - pressure wash or paint - and encourage business to develop in various suburbs to
spread out the people & traffic (like Exxon mobile moving to the woodlands!).

Making life inside city limits a concrete jungle will not only devalue Houston and make it less appealing, it will also negatively impact
quality of life for those living here. Houston is a lush and green city. This sets it apart from other major metropolitan areas. Let’s keep it
that way by spreading our growth out verses building on top of houses, churches and schools.

Thank you!
Heidi Skiff
1022 BETHLEHEM St. 77018

Sent from my iPhone

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=B7LwRHPIs98aannvqjlHX2BD9LiBvWai3oPxDyMAPCM&s=uB5RjRuLwBon0IUjxi90D1l1Pd3Bw6BN7L-
6D3IjEOs&e= >

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Amanda.Austin@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Roy.Knowles@aecom.com
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:Sue.Theiss@txdot.gov
mailto:dwiller@HNTB.com
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 11:02 AM
To: Matthews, Patty
Cc: Christine Bergren; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: TxDOT Expansion   Phase II I-45 Expansion

FYI 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 10:51 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: TxDOT Expansion Phase II I-45 Expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Carl Sloan [   
Sent: Saturday, January 04, 2020 7:41 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: TxDOT Expansion Phase II I-45 Expansion 
 
 
 

 
 
I am a new home owner in the Independence Heights Area of Houston. And I am writing to voice my support for the I 45 
expansion and the four (4) inter-linked  detention ponds.  Those detention ponds that are planned for the west side of 
I45 from I45/Airline to 610/Airline would greatly relieve the flood runoff in my area.  I fully support this project and hope 
the funding will be provided and the project completed in a timely manner.  I hope that the city of Houston, Harris 
County and the State of Texas will continue to work toward securing the future of out great city and improving the 
quality of life for all of her citizens. 
 
Sincerely, Carl L. Sloan 
815 E. 40th St. 
Houston, Texas 77022           
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Comments Prepared by the Harris County 
Engineering Department in response to: 

 
FEIS Project Schematic Drawings 

North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
From US 59/I-69 at Spur 527 to I-45 at Beltway 8 North 

CSJ 0912-00-146 
Prepared by: TxDOT Houston District 

Date: December 2019 
 

 

These comments regarding the December 2019 project schematic drawings focus on specific impacts to 

Harris County facilities. The format used allows comparison to our previous comments on the schematic 

drawings that provided in 2017. 
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Comments Prepared by the Harris County Engineering 
Department in response to: 

 
FEIS Project Schematic Drawings 

North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
From US 59/I-69 at Spur 527 to I-45 at Beltway 8 North 

CSJ 0912-00-146 
Prepared by: TxDOT Houston District 

Date: December 2019 
 

1. Impacts to Harris County Roads 

In Segment One, Harris County maintains the following roadways on the west side of I-45, intersecting the 

southbound I-45 frontage road (listed from north to south): 

West Gillespie Road 

Winding Bayou Trace 

Greens Landing Drive 

West Road 

Blue Bell Road 

Comment:  

At collector street West Gillespie Road, the roadway has been recently widened to a 41 ft. cross-section. 

The schematic drawing should be revised to show a turnout design matching the existing pavement width. 
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The turnouts at collector streets Winding Bayou Trace and Greens Landing Drive appear to match the 

existing 40 ft. roadway widths. No comments. 

At major thoroughfare West Road, this aerial photo shows the current lane layout on the west side of I-

45: 

 

 

Note there are several visible deficiencies in the current design. The roadway lacks auxiliary left turn lanes 

at three median openings in the eastbound direction, negatively affecting eastbound movements in the 

left lane. None of the three median openings are consistent with best practices in access management. 

Sidewalks serving bus stops are discontinuous. 

Not as obvious - but no less important to safety - the westbound crosshatched yellow striping seen at the 

west end of the photo above represents a lane reduction taper of insufficient length for the posted speed 

limit. 

Finally, note that the eastbound three lanes widen to four lanes at the I-45 southbound frontage road. 

This is accomplished with an auxiliary left turn lane containing approximately 200 ft. of storage capacity, 

vs. the Harris County standard of 250 ft. at a major / major intersection. The right lane is a right-only “trap” 

lane with poor signage. 

We have several comments after reviewing TxDOT current schematic drawing, which shows the 

southbound frontage road relocating to an alignment some 150-200 ft. to the west of its current location: 
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Comments:  

At the west leg of the West Road / IH-45 intersection: 

 The operational change from the current eastbound lane assignment (200 ft. auxiliary left turn 

lane / two thru-lanes / right-only “trap” lane) to the proposed lane assignment  (left-only “trap” 

lane / two thru-lanes / 100 ft. auxiliary right-only lane)  should be analyzed and modeled before 

proceeding into detailed design. This will require coordination between Harris County, TxDOT and 

the City of Houston (the owner of West Road on the east side of the intersection). 

 TxDOT is moving eastbound traffic queues farther to the west and concentrating existing traffic 

movements at locations in conflict with those queues. The proposed closure of the existing 

median opening nearest to I-45 is justified purely using distance criteria. However, additional 

operational analyses should be completed to determine appropriate modifications at the three 

adjacent openings and their capacity to handle the relocated turning movements. The negative 

safety and operational impacts of the changes should be mitigated by TxDOT. 

 Greater clarity on the TxDOT construction limits and the intended County / TxDOT maintenance 

boundary should be provided prior to proceeding to final design. We see sidewalk connections at 

the adjacent bus stops (and /or bus stop relocation or possibly a westbound bus pullout lane) as 

a TxDOT responsibility. Also, defining the boundary between TxDOT CRCP pavement and County-

standard jointed pavement is needed. 

 It is expected that the above tasks will result in actions at I-45 and West Road that should be 

accommodated within TxDOT’s construction scope and TxDOT I-45 project funding, but is it is also 

possible that certain needed improvements will extend to the west beyond the I-45 project 
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“footprint”. We look forward to TxDOT’s assistance and support in preparing application data if 

those improvements are eligible for ancillary funding available from HGAC. Let’s work together to 

find a way to fully fund and construct the best intersection and approach roadways we can under 

a single TxDOT construction contract. 

 

 

In coordination with the City of Houston, in 2016 Blue Bell Road was designated as a collector street on 

the Houston Major Thoroughfare and Freeway Plan.  (The County owns the west leg. The City of Houston 

owns the east leg.) 

We are pleased to see a proposed I-45 overpass with a diamond intersection and U-turns at this location. 

These improvements will reduce congestion at adjacent major thoroughfare intersections with I-45 and 

will provide valuable cross-access to the neighborhoods east and west of I-45. 

We are also pleased to see that the FEIS schematic has addressed our 2017 request to increase the number 

of east-west lane passing under I-45, from two to four. 

However, a companion request that the turnouts and the connecting roadways to the east and the west 

be widened was not fully addressed: 
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Comments:  

At the east and west legs of Blue Bell Road / IH-45 intersection: 

 The proposed lane alignments do not meet TxDOT geometric standards for intersection design. 

An eastbound driver making a through movement across the freeway will be making a 12 ft. 

lane switch while crossing the southbound frontage road and a second 12 ft. lane switch while 

crossing the northbound frontage road. The same issue is present in the westbound direction. 

 TxDOT should extend the eastern and western boundaries of construction on Blue Bell Road in a 

way that allows two inbound approach lanes in both the eastbound and westbound directions 

while ensuring the through lanes under the freeway line up with a receiving lane beyond the 

interchange. The benefits of the additional lanes under the bridge will not be fully realized 

without providing additional storage capacity on the outside approaches of the diamond 

intersection. 

 It appears that the skew of the intersection, already-needed property acquisitions and the 

occupancy / land use near the acute-angle southwest and northeast corners may require special 

considerations related to pedestrian crosswalk design. 

 We observe that the southbound frontage road approach width of six lanes at this intersection 

is among the widest of any location in the entire NHHIP project. As the geometric details noted 

above are addressed in preparation for final design, we encourage TxDOT to model tradeoffs in 

the intersection capacity that compares options of expanding the side street while downsizing 

the frontage road lane counts. It may be that increasing the project width over the 800-1000 

feet of the Blue Bell Road alignment will enable reduced ROW needs, reduced resident impacts 

and lower construction costs over many thousands of feet on the northbound and southbound 

frontage roads. 

 Greater clarity on the TxDOT construction limits and the intended County / TxDOT maintenance 

boundary should be provided prior to proceeding to final design. We see sidewalk turnouts along 

Blue Bell Road as a TxDOT responsibility. Also, defining the boundary between TxDOT CRCP 

pavement and County-standard jointed pavement is needed. 

 It is likely that the above tasks will result in actions at I-45 and Blue Bell that should be 

accommodated within TxDOT’s construction scope and TxDOT I-45 project funding, but is it is also 

possible that certain needed improvements will extend beyond the I-45 project “footprint”. For 

example, to handle additional traffic movements enabled by the new intersection, we anticipate 

that sidewalk, traffic signal and / or roadway improvements may be needed at the nearby Blue 

Bell Road intersections with Airline Drive and Veterans Memorial Drive. We look forward to 

TxDOT’s assistance and support in preparing application data if those improvements are eligible 

for ancillary funding available from HGAC.  
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2. Direct Impacts to Harris County-Owned Property 

 

We have identified two Harris County tracts that are immediately adjacent to the proposed 

improvements. Both are located in Segment Three. 

 

American Statesmanship Park is located along the western ROW line of the I-10 / I-45 interchange.  The 

2017 schematic drawings show a relatively small ROW acquisition that certainly affects the public street 

providing access to the site.  It was not clear whether ROW acquisition would also include a portion of the 

adjacent Harris County park tract. 

 

In our previous comments, we requested that TxDOT take additional steps to coordinate with Harris 

County Precinct Two during the environmental clearance process and during the design and construction 

phases. We noted that steps to mitigate impacts to the park site may be required. 

 

A comparison of the 2017 schematic and the 2019 FEIS schematic indicate that negative impacts have 

increased in the current schematic. Now the park is separated from the freeway by an “aesthetic wall” of 

unspecified height: 

 

  
 

To the knowledge of the writer, TxDOT did not consult with Harris County or Harris County Precinct Two 

prior to adding the aesthetic wall in close proximity to the park. Our discovery of the change was certainly 

a most unwelcome surprise. 

 

For a normal park, this might be a desirable change, but it is not acceptable in this case.  
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The single most important feature of this park is large-scale statues with placement specifically designed 

to be visible from the adjacent freeway lanes. TxDOT now proposes that the images of Washington, 

Lincoln, Houston and Austin will be facing a blank wall. 

 
 

Comment:  

At American Statesmanship Park, TxDOT must retain the visibility of the statues by passing drivers. 

Mitigation is needed for the proposed construction of the aesthetic wall.  TxDOT should reach out without 

delay to Harris County for further discussion and coordination on this pressing issue.  

 

(Note: Harris County Engineering has also provided additional, more specific comments about this park in 

later sections of this package related to the NHHIP Draft Community Impact Analysis and the NHHIP Draft 

Cumulative Impact Technical Report.) 

 

Nance Street Parking Lot - The other directly impacted Harris County property is located at 2202 Nance 

Street (HCAD # 027111000001), which is adjacent to the westbound I-10 to southbound I-69 direct 

connector.  Harris County currently operates a satellite parking facility for its employees on this tract.  In 

2017 Commissioners’ Court authorized funding for expansion of the facility, which has proceeded through 

design and is ready for bidding and construction.  The plans accommodate piers for HCTRA’s proposed 

Hardy Toll Road bridge, which is currently designed to be constructed overhead. 

 

Comparison of the 2017 schematic to the FEIS schematic shows minimal roadway changes and a slightly 

less impactful ROW acquisition. (The northwest corner of the Nance property is shown on the project 

schematic drawings as a proposed ROW acquisition serving a relocated I-10/I-69 direct connector to be 

built as an overhead bridge.)   

 

Nance Street was proposed to be terminated with a cul-de-sac requiring a small secondary ROW 

acquisition along our tract’s northern border. Nance Street is now shown as a stub street in the updated 

schematic, positively addressing one of our 2017 comments. 
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Comment: 

At the County’s Nance Street Parking Lot, we request that TxDOT adjust the design of the proposed 

detention pond to be constructed under the adjacent structures in the I-10 / I-69 interchange.  Creating 

level areas under the ramp instead of a sunken detention pond opens up options for TxDOT and the 

County to work together toward an equitable solution that will minimize the loss of parking spaces.   

 

 

3. Significant Indirect Impacts to the County Courthouse / Criminal Justice Complex on the 

North Side of Downtown 

 

In Segment Three, we have a number of concerns regarding access and connectivity between the 

proposed freeways and the north side of downtown. Harris County government owns multiple facilities 

on the north side of downtown, providing vital public services and serving as a workplace for several 

thousand employees.   

Currently, the existing North San Jacinto Street connection to I-10 provides a primary point of access to 

some 15,000 vehicles per day accessing the County complex and other destinations in downtown. It is 

evident that this access – as well as the connectivity to the larger freeway network from the north side of 

downtown – will be negatively impacted by the proposed project.   

 

Additional local street improvements – as well as modified or additional freeway access ramps - should 

be added to the TxDOT project, not left to local agencies and impacted landowners to sort out on their 

own. 
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Freeway and local street access to North San Jacinto Street, North Main Street, McKee Street and Hardy 

Street is either eliminated or left to other agencies to complete 

 

No significant differences are noted between the 2017 schematic and the FEIS schematic.  

 

The schematic is not sufficiently detailed to fully understand the negative impacts of changes to the local 

street in the “warehouse district” near the I-10 / North San Jacinto intersection. A set of one-way frontage 

roads (providence and Rothwell) are shown adjacent to the proposed freeway between Main Street and 

the McKee Street / Hardy Street one-way pair, but there is incomplete definition of local street network 

restoration that must be included in TxDOT’s construction in order to maintain connectivity to downtown 

via Main Street and North San Jacinto Street.  

  
 

Comment: 

In the vicinity of North San Jacinto at I-10, the schematic drawings merely show existing TxDOT roadways 

at the north end of North San Jacinto Street being designated as “surplus ROW”.  Thus only the removal 

of vital connecting roadways is indicated, with the result that existing Main Street, North San Jacinto, Vine 

Street, Walnut Street, Nance Street and other roadways in that area appear to be unconnected street 
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segments. This is not a sufficient level of project definition to ensure all impacts are evaluated and 

mitigated. 

 

 

The I-10 ramp configuration near North San Jacinto Street has negative impacts to drivers accessing the 

regional freeway system 

 

Currently, the North San Jacinto route into downtown easily connects to multiple freeways via the Main 

Street / North San Jacinto / Nance Street ramps on I-10. In both the 2017 schematic and the FEIS 

schematic, the ramps being proposed to serve this area do not provide equivalent access.  

 

A few examples (an incomplete list): 

 

 The I-10 westbound exit ramp to the surface street network has been relocated to east of the 

Hardy Street / McKee Street one-way pair, which will require all exiting vehicle to immediately 

pass through a traffic signal or all-way stop sign control at each of the two intersections.  

 From there, a surface street / frontage road extends westbound to a turnaround near Main Street, 

then continues back to the east on the south side of the proposed freeway. This could be intended 

to maintain access to southbound North San Jacinto Street, except that no connection to North 

San Jacinto Street is clearly shown as being part of the project.  

 Similarly, there is no apparent westbound connection route between the I-10 westbound exit 

ramp and Main Street. 

 A proposed entrance ramp to I-10 westbound is located just west of McKee Street, similar to the 

existing layout. However, this ramp no longer provides access to I-45 northbound. 

 In the other direction, traveling from downtown to the East Freeway, there is currently an 

eastbound entry ramp onto I-10 located just a few feet from the north end of North San Jacinto 

Street. The apparent new route to the East Freeway entry ramp at Waco will be two miles in 

length via the proposed Rothwell extension under I-69, with traffic signals at multiple locations 

along the way. (Assuming surface street connectivity near North San Jacinto is restored as 

recommended above.)  

 

Comment: 

Additional evaluation and modeling should be conducted to ensure TxDOT has fully mitigated traffic and 

travel time  impacts to the 15,000 drivers using North San Jacinto Street to access the freeway network 

every day.   
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The surface street configuration at the northeast corner of downtown near I-69 has negative impacts 

to drivers arriving or departing the eastern corner of the north end of downtown 

 

  
 

Congress, Franklin and Commerce Streets are vital access routes to the County Courthouse Complex. Ruiz 

Street is also a significant collector street route to several facilities. 

 

There are significant issues with lane balance, roadway capacity and incomplete design development 

where these streets intersect north-south “frontage road” streets near I-69, including existing Hamilton 

Street, the proposed southbound frontage road and the proposed St. Emanuel northbound connections 

to I-69 and I-10. 

 

The most significant of these is an apparent reduction of the eastbound capacity of Franklin Street at I-69, 

the sole eastbound roadway providing direct egress from the eastern part of the Courthouse area across 

I-69 to the East End (via Navigation) and to ramps leading to the I-10 freeway entrances to the north.  

 

Currently there are three eastbound lanes of Franklin Street passing under I-69: two through lanes and a 

dedicated left turn lane. In the 2017 schematic only two eastbound through lanes were indicated, creating 

the appearance that Franklin Street would connect only to Navigation Boulevard.  In the FEIS schematic, 

the only change was revising one of the two lanes from a through lane to a left turn lane. 

 

Comment: 

At the Franklin Street / I-69 intersection, TxDOT has reduced eastbound capacity from three lanes to two 

lanes. At the Ruiz Street / I-69 intersection two blocks to the north, the single eastbound lane passing 

under I-69 has been eliminated. The net result is a 50% reduction in the available lane capacity for 
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traveling east from the north end of downtown to the East End and to ramps serving I-10 via St. Emanuel. 

This must be re-evaluated to provide no less than the existing capacity prior to beginning final design. 

 

Similarly, Harris County recommends further analysis of apparent access and circulation deficiencies 

related to the closure of Runnels Street and the reconfiguration of ramps connecting to the new 

southbound frontage road, Hamilton Street, Chenevert Street and Jackson Street. Public access and clear 

circulation patterns to McKee Street and James Bute Park must be maintained. 

 

We believe there are a number of potential design improvements with significant benefits and a relatively 

low cost.  

 

Comment: 

The termination of multiple ramps, new freeway features causing the closure of existing roads and the 

convergence of additional freeway traffic on the grid street pattern at the far northeast corner of 

downtown has not been modeled for traffic impacts and mitigation measures. Additional work should be 

undertaken by TxDOT prior to initiating final design in this area. 

 

 

Finally, we note that there is an existing hike-bike trail under I-69 between Commerce and Runnels, 

providing a connection between the East End, Runnels Street, McKee Street, Bute Park and the Buffalo 

Bayou trails. (Much of the trail was constructed by Harris County and is maintained by the City of Houston.)  

 

Comment: 

The proposed design should construct a replacement off-road hike-bike trail between Commerce Street 

and McKee Street, providing at equivalent accessibility and connectivity to the existing trail. 

 

Comment: 

It is expected that the above evaluations will result in actions at the various portal location serving the 

northern portion of downtown. Many sshould be accommodated within TxDOT’s construction scope and 

TxDOT I-45 project funding, but is it is also possible that certain needed improvements will extend to the 

west beyond the I-45 project “footprint”. We look forward to TxDOT’s assistance and support in 

conjunction with the City of Houston in preparing application data if those improvements are eligible for 

ancillary funding available from HGAC. Harris County, as a significant stakeholder, needs a seat at the 

table, too. Let’s all work together to find a way to fully fund and construct the best package of ramps, 

intersections and approach roadways we can under a single TxDOT construction contract. 
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General Comments Prepared by the Harris 
County Engineering Department in response to: 

 
Draft Community Impacts Assessment 

North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
From US 59/I-69 at Spur 527 to I-45 at Beltway 8 North 

CSJ 0912-00-146 
Prepared by: TxDOT Houston District 

Date: December 2019 
 

The format here for comments on the December 2019 Draft NHHIP Community Impact Analysis allow 

comparison to 1) a Harris County Commissioners’ Court resolution approved in August 2019 and 2) a 

report delivered to the Court by the Engineering Department and the Harris County Flood Control 

District in November 2019.  
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General Comments Prepared by the Harris 
County Engineering Department in response to: 

 
Draft Community Impacts Assessment 

North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
From US 59/I-69 at Spur 527 to I-45 at Beltway 8 North 

CSJ 0912-00-146 
Prepared by: TxDOT Houston District 

Date: December 2019 

Background and format: 

The Harris County Commissioners’ Court adopted a resolution on August 13, 2019 that states that the 

Harris Commissioners’ Court believes all regionally significant transportation projects undertaken by 

local, state and federal entities in Harris County must achieve nine benchmarks.  

Subsequently, Harris County Flood Control and the Harris County Engineering Department delivered a 

report to Commissioners’ Court addressing the then-current TxDOT environmental and design 

documents as measured against the Court-adopted benchmarks.  

Both documents are provided for reference in a later section of this package. 

To deliver our comments on the newly-published NHHIP Draft Community Impacts Assessment, this 

document largely repeats the format and organization of the November report, less the analysis 

sections. Thus this section includes introductory material followed by specific sections corresponding to 

the Court’s benchmarks. 

Comments that directly relate to sections of the Draft NHHIP Community Impact Assessment are 

included in RED. 

Introduction: 

Two of the Commissioners’ Court benchmarks relate to drainage and floodplains within areas affected 

by TxDOT’s North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP).  

These two benchmarks were addressed in a memorandum prepared by the Harris County Flood Control 

District: 

 Reduce historic flooding patterns and aggressively mitigate new flooding impacts 

 Meet the standards that Harris County Flood control District has set forth and follow the requirements of 

Atlas 14 in order to build more resilient storm water infrastructure 
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The remaining seven benchmarks addressed in the Engineering Department report are: 

(These are re-sorted from the resolution)  

 Improve safety for people in vehicles, walking and biking, on the facility and on connecting streets 

 Enhance walking and biking connections between and within existing communities 

 Encourage an engineering design for an innovative multi-modal transportation system by incorporating 

local and regional transportation plans 

 Prioritize use of existing right-of-way, mitigate displaced residents and business owners by compensating 

their properties at fair market value, and help renters with rental relocation assistance 

 Preserve existing businesses and community resources while enhancing growth and economic 

development opportunities within neighborhoods adjacent to the project 

 Protect and enhance parks, open spaces, and air quality as critical to physical and mental well-being of 

individuals, families and communities 

 Mitigate the damage to our air quality and alleviate noise pollution as much as possible 

The Engineering Department was further directed to evaluate the NHHIP design and determine whether 

the proposed design will:  

 Reduce the number of single occupancy vehicles on our roadways 

 Enhance connectivity 

 Improve safety and mobility in our region. 

A second resolution on the same date directed HCFCD and the Engineering Department to include in our 

evaluation recommendations for TxDOT to address community concerns, mitigate adverse impacts, and 

provide benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

NHHIP project’s purpose and need statements published by TxDOT 

What are TxDOT’s transportation objectives for the NHHIP?  

As provided in TxDOT’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement, they are: 

“The proposed transportation improvements are needed to address the following transportation issues in the proposed 

NHHIP area:  

 Inadequate capacity for existing and future traffic demands  

 Average daily traffic volumes are projected to increase 

 The current single lane, reversible high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane serves traffic in only one direction during 

peak periods 

 Evacuation effectiveness on I-45 during a hurricane or other regional emergency would be limited at its present 

capacity 

 Portions of I-45 do not meet current TxDOT design standards, creating a traffic safety concern 

 Roadway design deficiencies include inadequate storm water drainage in some locations, potentially 

compromising the operational effectiveness of I-45 as an evacuation route because of high water lane closures 

 Forecasts for commuter service indicate that managed lanes would be needed on I-45 to support commuter 

traffic and express bus service 
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The purpose of the proposed NHHIP is to implement an integrated system of transportation improvements with the goal 

of providing a facility with additional capacity in the I-45/Hardy Toll Road corridor to accommodate projected travel 

demand by incorporating transit opportunities, travel demand and management strategies, and flexible operations. Such a 

facility would help manage congestion, improve mobility, enhance safety, and provide travelers with options to reach their 

destinations.” 

In presentations, TxDOT has summarized these as follows: 

Need for Proposed Project: 

 Population and employment increases 

 Existing and future I-45 traffic 

 Current design standards and improved safety  

 Efficient traffic movement, including during evacuation events 

Purpose of Proposed Project  

 Manage congestion 

 Enhance safety 

 Improve mobility and operational efficiency 

 

Method of Analysis 

In general, comparing the TxDOT purpose and need statements to the Courts’ resolution suggests the 

Harris County Commissioners’ Court shares many of TxDOT’s objectives (e.g. addressing congestion and 

enhancing multi-modal capacity). However, Courts’ selected benchmarks show additional attention is 

needed to ensure that those objectives are achieved with an optimal result. The comparison also shows 

there are important topics that should be more explicitly or completely addressed as TxDOT proceeds 

(e.g. safety, community impacts and environmental mitigation). 
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Flooding 

TxDOT Need Statement:  

Portions of I-45 do not meet current TxDOT design standards.  

Roadway design deficiencies include inadequate storm water drainage in some locations, 

potentially compromising the operational effectiveness of I-45 as an evacuation route because of 

high water lane closures 

TxDOT Purpose / Goals statement: 

Not directly applicable. However, mitigating selected impacts is (and will continue to be) 

addressed in the project design documents. 

Commissioners’ Court benchmarks:  

 Reduce historic flooding Patterns and aggressively mitigate new flooding impacts 

 Meet the standards that Harris County Flood control District has set forth and follow the 

requirements of Atlas 14 in order to build more resilient storm water infrastructure 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

Not applicable 

Engineering Department Conclusion:   

 None. HCFCD completed an evaluation of these two benchmarks and presented their finding in 

their letter delivered to Commissioners’ Court. The HCFCD letter largely describes the ongoing 

coordination and mutual review process underway between HCFCD and TxDOT. 

NHHIP Community Impact Analysis Comments: 

No specific comments are offered. Flooding is not a topic addressed in the Draft Community Impacts 
Assessment. 

  
However, as noted in HCFCD’s report, continuing coordination of across projects and TxDOT’s  careful 

attention to drainage design criteria will be needed throughout the NHHIP project development process. 
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Safety, including pedestrian and bicyclist safety 

TxDOT Need Statement:  

Portions of I-45 do not meet current TxDOT design standards, creating a traffic safety concern 

TxDOT Purpose / Goals statement: 

Enhance safety 

Commissioners’ Court benchmarks:  

Improve safety for people in vehicles, walking and biking, on the facility and on connecting 

streets 

Enhance walking and biking connections between and within existing communities 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

Will the NHHIP improve safety… in our region? 

Will the NHHIP enhance connectivity? 

Engineering Department Conclusion:   

We believe the NHHIP will improve safety, but more can be done to ensure that those improvements 

are quantified and equally distributed to all roadway users. 

Recommendation: 

The overall safety impact of the project could be measured and addressed in greater detail. In 

particular, we believe: 

 a safety analysis of proposed the frontage roads, the connecting streets and the associated 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities should be explicitly included as part of the TxDOT design 

process.  

 The analysis should include site-specific safety reviews of the project’s frontage road and 

surface street improvements, giving consideration to both crash mitigation and personal 

safety. 

NHHIP Community Impact Analysis Comments: 

Section 5.8, Safety, is only one page long.  

Within the safety section, the bulk of the text addresses emergency response times. Safety for people in 

vehicles is addressed in only two sentences.  
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Safety for walking and biking, both on the facility and on connecting streets is not mentioned at all.  

Additional analysis is needed: Two sentences related to minimizing crashes is insufficient coverage of 

one of TxDOT’s primary justifications for the project. 

There is a location deficiency as well. The two sentences on roadway safety imply the safety benefits 

claimed are limited to the highway lanes. The safety section includes no mention of frontage roads, 

surface street intersections, driveways, crosswalks or many other features of the project where crashes 

can occur. As recommended above, specific safety analyses of the frontage roads, the connecting streets 

and the associated ped-bike facilities must be included for a proper safety analysis. 

The missing discussion of frontage roads and surface streets also creates a deficiency related to the 

consideration of personal safety for pedestrians and cyclist using the sidewalks and trails along and 

across the roadways included in the project. 

The approach to documenting safety impacts of the project in one page is particularly disappointing and 

surprising in light of TxDOT’s recent “Vision Zero” and “Stop the Streak” pledges. Now is the time to 

proactively and comprehensively evaluate the potential safety implications of the proposed design. 

 

 

 

  



Feb. 7, 2020 Comments by Harris County 
NHHIP Schematics, Draft Community Impacts Analysis and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 

 
21 

 

Moblity and Congestion 

TxDOT Need Statements:  

Inadequate capacity for existing and future traffic demands  

Average daily traffic volumes are projected to increase 

Evacuation effectiveness on I-45 during a hurricane or other regional emergency would be 

limited at its present capacity 

TxDOT Purpose / Goals statements: 

…additional capacity in the I-45/Hardy Toll Road corridor to accommodate projected travel 

demand  

…manage congestion, improve mobility… 

Commissioners’ Court benchmarks:  

None stated 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

Will the NHHIP reduce the number of single occupancy vehicles on our roadway? 

Will the NHHIP improve…mobility in our region? 

Conclusion:  

The NHHIP project will not reduce vehicle miles traveled in our region. 

The NHHIP will increase mobility in our region, including during evacuations. The duration of the positive 

effects will not be permanent. 

Engineering Department Recommendation: 

Harris County Engineering should remain involved and vigilant during the design phase to ensure that 

construction traffic control plans adequately maintain mobility for vehicle and transit trips to County 

destinations in downtown. As construction proceeds, communication channels to County employees 

and customers should be established. 

NHHIP Community Impact Analysis Comments: 

The discussion of Mobility in part 5.5 is a length text description of about one hundred neighborhood 

ingress / egress routes for various freeway segments, but it lacks any citation of distances, travel time 

delays or congestion levels along those routes. 
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As in the DEIS report, where TxDOT does address mobility or congestion it is often only a picture of 

existing conditions. The available data suggests and hints that vehicular mobility will be improved and 

congestion will be reduced, but there is little quantitative analysis provided to back up that conclusion. 

Overall, neither the DEIS nor the Community Impacts Analysis provide sufficient quantitative data or 

analysis to show that mobility and congestion levels will be improved. 
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Multimodal / Transit 

TxDOT Need Statements:  

The current single lane, reversible high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane serves traffic in only one 

direction during peak periods 

Forecasts for commuter service indicate that managed lanes would be needed on I-45 to support 

commuter traffic and express bus service 

TxDOT Purpose / Goals statements: 

[Provide] a facility…incorporating transit opportunities, travel demand and management 

strategies, and flexible operations.  

…Provide travelers with options to reach their destinations. 

Commissioners’ Court benchmarks:  

Encourage an engineering design for an innovative multi-modal transportation system by 

incorporating local and regional transportation plans 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

Will the NHHIP reduce the number of single occupancy vehicles on our roadways? 

Will the NHHIP enhance connectivity? 

Will the NHHIP improve…mobility in our region? 

Conclusion:  

TxDOT’s design of the NHHIP includes two-way managed lanes providing preferential service to bus 

transit and HOV uses, resulting in a significant increase in the capacity and service flexibility for carpools 

and express buses serving commuter travel in the I-45 corridor. Two significant transit and connectivity 

issues remain, however. 

Identification of strategies and physical improvements to provide greater access to the managed lanes 

from neighborhoods affected by the project is needed.  

Resolving the open questions related to the footprint of the “Intercontinental Line” within the I-45 right-

of-way should also be addressed. Crafting a forward-looking and coordinated interagency plan for a full 

range of multi-modal alternatives to be developed in the I-45 corridor is an issue of regional importance 

and should be addressed without delay. 

Engineering Department Recommendation:  
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Houston METRO and TxDOT are the lead agencies for coordinating and resolving the open issues 

related to transit services and transit connectivity within the wider NHHIP corridor. The City of 

Houston, the Houston-Galveston Area Council and Harris County are all stakeholders and should 

continue to monitor and support those efforts. Court members, representatives from their staffs and 

the Engineering Department should encourage TxDOT and METRO to commit to a coordinated project 

solution accommodating long-range transit and HOV solutions along I-45 that will provide multi-

modal transportation options to residents living both in the NHHIP corridor and throughout the 

region. 

NHHIP Community Impact Analysis Comments: 

As with congestion and mobility, the DEIS and the Draft Community Impacts Analysis catalogue project 

impacts related to multimodal operations using qualitative descriptions rather than quantitative 

analysis.  

Transit mobility, pedestrian mobility and bicycle mobility are covered mostly by reciting in words what is 

shown on the schematics. Counting bus stops, sidewalks or bike trails does not provide a compelling 

analysis showing how the project might encourage trips by these alternative modes. 

The open issues related to transit service and transit guideway considerations along the freeway 

corridor that we noted in our November analysis remain open.   
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Right-of-way and property acquisition  

TxDOT Need Statements:  

Not applicable. Property acquisition is a consequence of the project, not a transportation need. 

TxDOT Purpose / Goals statements: 

Not applicable. Property acquisition is a consequence of the project, not a transportation 

purpose. 

Commissioners’ Court benchmarks:  

(for clarity, this benchmark  is separated into two parts and reordered) 

Mitigate displaced residents and business owners by compensating their properties at fair 

market value, and help renters with rental relocation assistance  

Prioritize use of existing right-of-way 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

The second Court resolution requested “recommendations for TxDOT to …mitigate adverse 

impacts…”. 

Conclusion:  

We believe TxDOT is using the appropriate procedures with respect to minimizing right-of-way 

acquisitions, mitigating the associated property use impacts to adjacent properties and providing fair 

compensation for property acquisition and owner / tenant relocation.  

Engineering Department Recommendation: 

In coordination with HCFCD, Harris County Engineering should remain involved with TxDOT and their 

consultants through the design phases. We will use available opportunities to cooperatively identify 

design changes or other opportunities to reduce property acquisition impacts. 

NHHIP Community Impact Analysis Comments: 

TxDOT has done a good job of cataloguing impacted properties, ROW acquisition locations and the 

various procedures and accommodations that are required by the Uniform Relocation Act and TxDOT’s 

own regulations. All legal requirements appear to be satisfied. 

However, the Court benchmark to “prioritize the use of existing ROW” has not been to any addressed 

significant degree in the Community Impacts Analysis. The December 2019 schematics have roughly the 

same footprint as the 2017 schematics, with only spot reduction in ROW acquisitions.  
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Mitigating Impacts and Creating Opportunity for Adjacent Neighborhoods and 

Residents 

TxDOT Need Statements:  

Not directly applicable. However, mitigating selected impacts is addressed extensively in the 

project environmental documents. 

TxDOT Purpose / Goals statements: 

Not directly applicable. However, mitigating selected impacts is addressed extensively in the 

project environmental documents. 

Commissioners’ Court benchmarks:  

Preserve existing businesses and community resources while enhancing growth and economic 

development opportunities within neighborhoods adjacent to the project 

Protect and enhance parks, open spaces, and air quality as critical to physical and mental well-

being of individuals, families and communities. 

Mitigate the damage to our air quality and alleviate noise pollution as much as possible. 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

The second Court resolution asked the Engineering Department to include in our evaluation 

recommendations for TxDOT to address community concerns, mitigate adverse impacts, and 

provide benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Conclusion: 

TxDOT appears to be in compliance with all required regulatory procedures related to environmental 

impacts. However, gaps remain between the proposed mitigation measures and public expectations. 

Communications channels have improved and expanded as the project has proceeded. 

Engineering Department Recommendations: 

The County’s presence and participation in the ongoing community outreach efforts led by TxDOT, 

City of Houston and H-GAC should continue. Engineering Department and Court member staff 

participation is important, not only to speak on behalf of constituents but also to communicate the 

Courts’ benchmarks for environmental mitigation. 

The Engineering Department will also continue to be diligent addressing relatively limited but 

important matters pertaining to both adjacent county-owned facilities and our regulatory role. 



Feb. 7, 2020 Comments by Harris County 
NHHIP Schematics, Draft Community Impacts Analysis and Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 

 
27 

 

NHHIP Community Impact Analysis Comments: With a few exceptions, the report addresses only 

relocation assistance as a substantive, proactive measure to address resident impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

American Statesmanship Park 
Comments Prepared by the Harris County 
Engineering Department in response to: 

 
Draft Community Impacts Assessment 

North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
From US 59/I-69 at Spur 527 to I-45 at Beltway 8 North 

CSJ 0912-00-146 
Prepared by: TxDOT Houston District 

Date: December 2019 
 
 

These are site-specific comments on the December 2019 Draft NHHIP Community Impact Analysis, 
limited to project impacts at Harris County’s American Statesmanship park in NHHIP Segment 3.  
 
A separate document in this package provides general Harris County Engineering Department comments 
on the Draft Community Impacts Assessment. 
 
Under separate cover, we have also provided site-specific comments related to impacts on American 
Statesmanship Park as described in the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. 
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American Statesmanship Park 
Comments Prepared by the Harris County 
Engineering Department in response to: 

 
Draft Community Impacts Assessment 

North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
From US 59/I-69 at Spur 527 to I-45 at Beltway 8 North 

CSJ 0912-00-146 
Prepared by: TxDOT Houston District 

Date: December 2019 
 

Text in RED is by Harris County 
Text in BLACK is from the Draft Community Impacts Assessment document 
 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
American Statesmanship Park is located along the western ROW line of the I-10 / I-45 

interchange.  The park is owned by Harris County and is managed by Harris County Precinct 

Two. 

 

The park is in NHHIP Segment 3, near the boundary of Segment 2.  

 

The 2017 NHHIP schematic drawings showed a relatively small ROW acquisition that affects 

the public street providing access to the site.  It was not clear whether ROW acquisition would 

also include a portion of the adjacent Harris County park tract. 

 

In our DEIS comments in 2017, we requested that TxDOT take additional steps to coordinate 

with Harris County Precinct Two during the environmental clearance process and during the 

design and construction phases. We noted that steps to mitigate impacts to the park site may 

be required. The writer is unaware of such steps being taken. 

 

A comparison of the 2017 schematic and the 2019 FEIS schematic indicate that negative 

impacts have increased in the current schematic. The park is now separated from the freeway 

by an “aesthetic wall” of unspecified height. 
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[FEIS Schematic] 

 

For a normal park, this might be a desirable change, but it is not acceptable in this case.  

 

The single most important feature of this park is large-scale statues whose placement was 

intentionally chosen to be visible from the adjacent freeway lanes. TxDOT now proposes that 

the images of Washington, Lincoln, Houston and Austin face a wall. 

 
 

General Comment:  

At American Statesmanship Park, at one time TxDOT apparently intended to retain the visibility 

of the statues for passing drivers. (See Section 6 of the NHHIP Draft Community Impacts 

Assessment, excerpted below.) 

 

However, TxDOT now proposes the opposite result in the project design schematic, which will 

severely damage the essential purpose and character of the park. Mitigation of this direct 

park impact  is needed.  
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Following are specific comments, cross-referenced to the text and exhibits included in the 

NHHIP Draft Community Impacts Assessment. 

 

 
4 COMMUNITY PROFILE 
4.5 Parks, Open Space, and Hike and Bike Trails 
4.5.3 Segment 3: Downtown Loop 
 

 
 
Comment: American Statesman Park is not described in the text of 4.5.3, except for a 
mention in Table 4-14 on page 4-19. This is not sufficient documentation for a park 
whose purpose and function are directly impacted by NHHIP construction. 
 
5 IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
5.2 Community Cohesion  
5.2.3 Segment 3 Super Neighborhoods 
5.2.3.1 Washington Avenue Coalition/Memorial Park  
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Figure 5-23, page 5-23:  

 
Comment: American Statesman Park is not shown with green color or a label to match 
other parks shown on the Washington Avenue neighborhood features map in Figure 5-
23. This should be corrected. 
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Figure 5-25, page 5-68: 
 

   
 

 
Comment: American Statesman Park is incorrectly shown on the map in Figure 5-25 as 
having a commercial land use. This should be corrected. Also, a label identifying the 
park site is missing. 
 
Comment: The land use and labeling error seen on Figure 5-25 is repeated in Appendix 
D, Sheet 6.  

 
 
 
5.4 Parks, Open Space, and Hike and Bike Trails 
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5.4.3 Segment 3: Downtown Loop System 
5.4.3.1 Impacts to Parks and Open Spaces 
“No parks are located in the proposed right-of-way of the Preferred Alternative in 
Segment 3; therefore, the proposed project is not expected to have direct impacts on 
park facilities….”  
 
Comment: The second clause of the above sentence on page 5-137 is incorrect. The 
proposed project has direct impacts on American Statesman Park. 
 
5.4.4 Summary of Impacts… 
 
Comment: The text in Section 5.4.4 on 5-138 and 5-139 does not mention or include a 
description of the relocation of American Statesman Park as a mitigation to the direct 
negative impacts resulting from the project. 
 
 
5.6 Noise 
Segment Three Super Neighborhoods 
12 Washington Avenue Coalition/Memorial Park  
“Twelve receivers were analyzed in the Washington Avenue Coalition/Memorial Park 
super neighborhood. These receivers represent four land use types which included 
single-family residential, apartments, a park (American Statesmanship Park), and 
church interiors (Forgotten Sinners and Ecclesia Houston)…Noise levels are predicted 
to increase at American Statesmanship Park. To allow for a view of the American 
Statesmanship Park, no noise barrier is proposed adjacent to the property. Appendix C, 
Figure 3 shows the locations of proposed noise barriers.” 
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Comment: The concluding statement above is clearly inconsistent with the proposed 
schematic drawing and Appendix C showing a project aesthetic wall immediately in front 
of the park. Revise the language to reflect the planned construction of the wall and 
TxDOT intended mitigation at the park. 
 
6 MITIGATION AND COMMITMENTS 
“This Section summarizes TxDOT’s and mitigation and other commitments related to 
the community impacts of the Preferred Alternative… 
 
…Table 6-1 is a summary of mitigation measures and commitments required by Federal 
laws or the State law (Texas Administrative Code). 
 
Table 6-2 is a summary of mitigation measures and commitments not required by policy 
or regulation. 
 
Table 6-3 is a summary of other beneficial commitments….” 
 
Comment: Tables 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3 should be modified to note the project impact, the 
necessity of mitigation and TxDOT’s mitigation commitment for American Statesman 
Park. 
. 
-End- 
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American Statesmanship Park 
Comments Prepared by the Harris County 
Engineering Department in response to: 

 
Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 

North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
From US 59/I-69 at Spur 527 to I-45 at Beltway 8 North 

CSJ 0912-00-146 
Prepared by: TxDOT Houston District 

Date: December 2019 
 

Text in RED is by Harris County 
Text in BLACK is from the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report document 
 

 

 
American Statesmanship Park is located along the western ROW line of the I-10 / I-45 

interchange.  The park is owned by Harris County and is managed by Harris County Precinct 

Two. 

 

The park is in NHHIP Segment 3, near the boundary of Segment 2.  

 

The 2017 NHHIP schematic drawings showed a relatively small ROW acquisition that affects 

Bingham Street, the public street providing access to the site.  It was not clear whether ROW 

acquisition would also include a portion of the adjacent Harris County park tract. 

 

In our DEIS comments in 2017, we requested that TxDOT take additional steps to coordinate 

with Harris County Precinct Two during the environmental clearance process and during the 

design and construction phases. We noted that steps to mitigate impacts to the park site may 

be required. The writer is unaware of such steps being taken. 

 

A comparison of the 2017 schematic and the 2019 FEIS schematic indicate that negative 

impacts have increased in the current schematic. The park is now separated from the freeway 

by an “aesthetic wall” of unspecified height. 
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[FEIS Schematic] 

 

For a normal park, this might be a desirable change, but it is not acceptable in this case.  

 

The single most important feature of this park is large-scale statues whose placement was 

intentionally chosen to be visible from the adjacent freeway lanes. TxDOT now proposes that 

the images of Washington, Lincoln, Houston and Austin face a wall. 

 
 

General Comment:  

At American Statesmanship Park, at one time TxDOT apparently intended to retain the visibility 

of the statues by passing drivers. (See Section 6 of the NHHIP Draft Community Impacts 

Assessment) 

 

However, TxDOT now proposes the opposite result in the project design schematic, which will 

severely damage the essential purpose and character of the park. Mitigation of this direct 

impact to the park site is needed.  
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Following are more specific comments, cross-referenced to the text and exhibits included in 

the NHHIP Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. 

 

Excerpts from: 

 

Table 1 Resources/Issues Considered for Cumulative Impacts Analysis—Preferred 

Alternative 
 

PAGE 12 

 

The overall visual quality impact would be neutral for Segment 3… 
 
Comment: the text in this section related to visual quality impacts omits the direct impact 
of the proposed aesthetic wall hiding the statues at American Statesmanship Park from 
passing drivers. Update to capture this impact. Re-evaluate the conclusion. 
 

 “Resource 

Section 4(f) Resources (limited to parks and publicly owned recreational resources) 

 

Direct Impacts 

….The Preferred Alternative would not result in a use of or adverse impact to any Section 4(f) 

park properties. (TxDOT 2019j). 

 

Is the Resource in Poor or Declining Health?  

Yes 

 

Included in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis? Reason for Inclusion/Exclusion 

No. Due to extensive efforts to avoid direct impacts and uses to park resources, there are no 

direct impacts to parks.” 

 

Comments: 

 The Preferred Alternative DOES result in an adverse impact to a 4(f) park property. 

Correct the entry. 

 The American Statesmanship Park is NOT in declining health. Correct the entry. 

 The American Statesmanship Park IS directly impacted by the project. Correct the 

entry. INCLUDE analysis of the park impacts in the Cumulative Impacts Assessment 

 

Page 42: 
5.1.3 PARKS, TRAILS, AND OPEN SPACE 
“The Preferred Alternative would reduce some open space along parks and the bayou 

greenways. Initially, impacts to parks were anticipated to be considered de minimis impacts 

(coordination continues with the Official with Jurisdiction). However, designers worked to 

avoid impacts wherever possible. Section 4(f) parks resources are fully assessed including 
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alternatives analysis in the Section 4(f) Evaluation under separate cover. As a result, the 

Preferred Alternative would not result in a use of or adverse impact to any Section 4(f) park 

properties.” 

 
Comment: This section repeats statements that are not accurate when the direct impact 
of the project on American Statesmanship Park are considered. Correct the errors. 
 
Comment: Harris County, as owner of the park, requests the opportunity to review and 
provide comments to the referenced 4(f) report at your earliest convenience. Using the 
available information –including several exhibits in the Community Impacts Analysis that 
show the park site as a commercial land use - it appears TxDOT’s statement that “park 
resources are fully analyzed” is erroneous. 
 
Page 44: 
5.1.5 VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
Comment: the text related to visual quality impacts omits the direct impact of the 
proposed aesthetic wall hiding the statues at American Statesmanship Park from 
passing drivers. Update to capture this impact. Re-evaluate the conclusion. 
 
 
Page 81: 
Attachment C - CIA Mitigation Table 
Table 6-1: Mitigation and Commitments Required by Policy/Regulation 
Table 6 -2: Mitigation and Commitments Not Required by Policy/Regulation 
 
Comment: the tables should be amended to include the appropriate references to DOT 
regulation 4(f) and other regulatory requirements related to the impaired views at 
American Statesman Park. Add TxDOT commitments to mitigating the impacts at 
American Statesmanship Park 
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Reference Copy 

 

Harris County Engineering’s 2017 comments on the 

NHHIP Schematic Drawings available in 2017 
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Reference Copy 

 

Harris County Flood Control District / Harris County 

Engineering November 2019 report on 

Commissioners’ Court NHHIP resolutions  

 

Copies of the resolutions are included as appendices 



HARRIS COUNTY 
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 

February 7, 2020 

Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E. 
District Engineer 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Houston District 

SUBJECT: Harris County Comments 

1001 Preston, 7th Floor 
Houston, Texas 77002 

(713) 27 4-3600 

December 2019 NHHIP "FEIS" schematic drawings 

Ms. Paul: 

December 2019 NHHIP Draft Community Impact Analysis 
December 2019 NHHIP Draft Cumulative Impact Technical Report 

This letter and the attached information provides Harris County Engineering Department 
comments following our review of TxDOT's December 2019 Draft Community Impact 
Analysis and Draft Cumulative Impact Technical Report for the North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project (NHHIP). We also include comments related to the "FEIS" project 
schematic drawings released in December 2019. 

The comments package consists of the following items: 

• Our analysis and comments regarding the December 2019 project schematic 
drawings, focusing on specific impacts to Harris County facilities. The format 
used allows comparison to Harris County comments provided in 2017 after 
reviewing an earlier set of schematic drawings. 

• Comments on the December 2019 Draft NHHIP Community Impact Analysis. 
The format used allows comparison to 1) a Harris County Commissioners' Court 
resolution approved in August 2019 and 2) an associated report by the 
Engineering Department and the Harris County Flood Control District, delivered 
to the Court in November 2019. 

• A set of site-specific comments on the December 2019 Draft NHHIP Community 
Impact Analysis and Draft Cumulative Impact Technical Report. related to 
impacts at Harris County's American Statesmanship Park in NHHIP Segment 3. 
The new schematic drawings include the addition of a proposed aesthetic wall 
located immediately in front of the park. This wall will directly and negatively 
impact the purpose of the park. 



Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E. 2 February 7, 2020 

For reference, we have also included full copies of our previously-provided 2017 
Engineering Department comments on the schematics, as well as the 2019 report to 
Commissioners' Court prepared by Engineering and HCFCD. 

As a directly affected local government agency, we always appreciate the opportunity to 
comment on matters affecting Harris County government and our shared constituents. 
We certainly look forward to TxDOT continuing to provide opportunities for coordination, 
consultation and review as the NHHIP project moves forward through the ongoing 
TxDOT and City of Houston review processes. 

Should you have any questions or if you need additional information regarding this set 
of comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Loyd Smith, P.E. 
Assistant County Engineer 

cc: Commissioners' Court staff 
John R. Blount, P.E. 
TxDOT Houston District Office, Director of Project Development via 
piowebmail@txdot.gov 

h:lfinal transmittal txdot's december 2019 draft nhhip community impact analysis.doc 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 11:53 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Denetia 

Robinson; Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Comments on Houston I-45 Improvement Project

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, 2020 3:01 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comments on Houston I-45 Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Christine Smith   
Sent: Monday, February 3, 2020 11:32 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comments on Houston I-45 Improvement Project 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

Dear TxDOT Houston District Office, Director of Project Development, 
 
I do not agree with putting Interstate 45 and 59/69 below grade in Houston.  The consequence of I-45, the designated 
Evacuation Route, flooding is dire.  I suggest you raise the road twice as high as usual.  Then the light and air and people 
can pass under it without feeling like the interstate is a boundary to the city. 
 
I agree with increasing the number of lanes for I-45.  Well overdue.  Even though I live in Montrose and will miss the easy 
access to I-45 with the freeway moving across downtown, my objection is to putting the interstate below grade.  I have a 
problem with I-59, Texas 288, and east I-10 which are below grade and flood frequently now.  Texas 288 requires a 
person taking great personal risk to clean out the drains to keep it from being a bathtub 
 
Houston's rainfall is increasing in number of inches and frequency of big rains.  And every below grade interstate in 
Houston has flooded.  The consequence of the designated Evacuation Route flooding is dire.  You should plan for multiple 
things going wrong at the same time and still keep people from being caught in a storm on the roads.  I suggest you raise 
the road twice as high as usual.  Then the light and air and people can pass under it without feeling like the interstate is a 
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boundary to the city.  I think that is the concern you are trying to address by putting the interstate below grade.  But a tub 
waiting to be filled is a more basic issue than the flow of the city. 
 
Christine Smith 
1620 Haver St 
Houston, TX 77006 

  
To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:41 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: NHHIP Comments by Harris County
Attachments: Final HC transmittal letter NHHIP comments 2-7-20.pdf; Final HC Comments NHHIP 

Schematics - Community Impact  - Cummulative Impact - 2-7-20.pdf; I-45 comments 
7-27-17 Harris County Engineering (002).pdf; Letter - North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project (004).pdf

For the record – Harris County Engineering comments 
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:18 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP Comments by Harris County 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Smith, Loyd (Engineering)   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:52 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: Eliza Paul <Eliza.Paul@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: NHHIP Comments by Harris County 
 
 
Attn: Houston District Director of Project Development 
 
Attached for your use are review comments prepared for the following North Houston Highway Improvement 
Project documents: 
 

December 2019 NHHIP “FEIS” schematic drawings 
December 2019 NHHIP Draft Community Impact Analysis 
December 2019 NHHIP Draft Cumulative Impact Technical Report 
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Loyd Smith, P.E. 
Assistant County Engineer 
Harris County Engineering Department  
1001 Preston, 7th Floor 
Houston TX 77002 
(713) 274-3671  

 
 
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  

 

 



HARRIS COUNTY
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 1001 Preston, 7th Floor

Houston, Texas 77002
(713) 755-5370

SUBJECT: Comments - North Houston Highway Improvement Project

July 27,2017

TxDOT Houston District Office
Director of Project Development
P.O. 1386
Houston, TX 77251-1386

Gentlemen:

Harris County Engineering submits the attached comments for your consideration and
action.

We look forward to discussing these with you directly as the project proceeds.

Sincerely,

~
Manager, Transportation and Planning
(713) 274-3671

Cc: John Blount, Harris County Engineer



Harris County Engineering Department Comments

North Houston Highway Improvement Project

1

1. Impacts to Harris County Roads

In Segment One, Harris County maintains the following roadways on the west side of 1-45 intersecting

the southbound 1-45 frontage road:

West Gillespie Road

Winding Bayou Trace

Greens landing Drive

West Road

Blue Bell Road

At West Gillespie Road, we request that the concrete pavement turnout be designed to accommodate

the greater of either the existing roadway width or the ultimate street width of 41 feet.

The turnouts at Winding Bayou, Greens landing and West should match the existing roadway widths.

In coordination with the City of Houston, in 2016 Blue Bell Road was designated as a collector street on

the Houston Major Thoroughfare and Freeway Plan. We are pleased to see a proposed 1-45 overpass

with a diamond intersection and U-turns. These improvements will reduce congestion at adjacent major

thoroughfare intersections with 1-45 and will provide valuable cross-access to the neighborhoods east
and west of 1-45.

However, the schematic at Blue Bell Road shows only one eastbound lane and one westbound lane
passing under the 1-45 bridge, without a dedicated left turn lane in either direction. This design is typical

at rural underpasses with low volumes. To accommodate expected traffic demand and to reduce signal

delays, we request that the Blue Bell Road cross-section be revised to at least four lanes under 1-45. The



turnouts and the connecting roadways to the east and the west should also be widened to match, with

multiple lanes approaching the intersection from the east and west.

2. Direct Impacts to Harris County-Owned Property

We have identified two Harris County tracts that are immediately adjacent to the proposed
improvements, both located in Segment Three.

Steps to mitigate impacts to the park site may be required.

American Statesmanship Park is located along the western ROW line of the 1-10/1-45 interchange. The

schematic drawings show a relatively small ROW acquisition that certainly affects Bingham Street, the

public street providing access to the site. It is not clear whether ROW acquisition will also include a

portion of the adjacent Harris County park tract.

In either case, we request that TxDOT take additional steps to coordinate with Harris County Precinct

Two during the environmental clearance process and during the design and construction phases.

Nance Street Parking Lot - The other directly impacted Harris County property is located at 2202 Nance

Street (HCAD # 027111000001), which is adjacent to the westbound 1-10 to southbound 1-69 direct

connector. Harris County currently operates a satellite parking facility for its employees on this tract.
Last month Commissioners' Court authorized funding for expansion of the facility, which will be

proceeding through design and construction without delay. The plans accommodate piers for HCTRA's
proposed Hardy Toll Road bridge, which is currently designed to be constructed overhead.

2

The northwest corner of the Nance property is shown on the project schematic drawings as a proposed
ROW acquisition serving a relocated 1-10/1-69 direct connector to be built as an overhead bridge. Nance

Street is proposed to be terminated with a cul-de-sac requiring a small secondary ROW acquisition along

our tract's northern border.

To minimize damages to the County facilities, we request that TxDOT adjust the design of the proposed

detention pond to be constructed under the adjacent structures in the 1-10/1-69 interchange. Creating



level areas under the ramp instead of a sunken detention pond opens up options for TxDOT and the

County to work together toward an equitable solution that will minimize the loss of parking spaces.
Similarly, exploring an alternative layout for the Nance Street cul-de-sac could lessen impacts to our
access and circulation driveways within the site.

3

3. Significant Indirect Impacts to the County Courthouse I Criminal Justice Complex on the North

Side of Downtown

In Segment Three, we have a number of concerns regarding access and connectivity between the
proposed freeways and the north side of downtown. Harris County government owns 'multiple facilities

on the north side of downtown, providing vital public services and serving as a workplace for several

thousand employees.

Currently, the existing North San Jacinto Street connection to 1-10 provides a primary point of access to

some 15,000 vehicles per day accessing the County complex and other destinations in downtown. It is

evident that this access - as well as the connectivity to the larger freeway network from the north side

of downtown - will be negatively impacted by the proposed project.

Additional local street improvements - as well as modified or additional freeway access ramps - should

be added to the TxDOT project, not left to local agencies and impacted landowners to sort out on their

own.

Freeway and local street access to North San Jacinto Street, North Main Street, McKee Street and

Hardy Street is either eliminated or left to other agencies to complete

The schematic is not sufficiently developed to fully understand the negative impacts of changes to the

local street in the "warehouse district" near the 1-10/ North San Jacinto intersection. A set of one-way

frontage roads are shown adjacent to the proposed freeway between Main Street and the McKee Street

/ Hardy Street one-way pair, but there is incomplete definition of local street network restoration that

must be included in TxDOT's construction in order to maintain connectivity to downtown via Main Street
and North San Jacinto Street.



The schematic drawings merely show existing TxDOT roadways at the north end of North San Jacinto

Street being designated as "surplus ROW". Thus only the removal of vital connecting roadways is
indicated, with the result that existing Main Street, North San Jacinto, Vine Street, Walnut Street, Nance
Street and other roadways in that area are shown as unconnected street segments. This is not a

sufficient level of project definition to ensure all impacts are evaluated and mitigated.

The 1-10 ramp configuration near North San Jacinto Street has negative impacts to drivers accessing
the regional freeway system

• The 1-10 westbound exit ramp to the surface street network has been relocated to east of the

Hardy Street / McKee Street one-way pair, which will require all exiting vehicle to immediately

pass through a traffic signal or all-way stop sign control at each of the two intersections.

• From there, a surface street / frontage road extends westbound to a turnaround near Main

Street, then continues back to the east on the south side of the proposed freeway. This could be
intended to maintain access to southbound North San Jacinto Street, except that no connection
to North San Jacinto Street is shown as being part of the project.

• Similarly, there is no apparent westbound connection route between the 1-10 westbound exit
ramp and Main Street.

• A proposed entrance ramp to 1-10 westbound is located just west of McKee Street, similar to the

existing layout. However, this ramp no longer provides access to 1-45 northbound.

• In the other direction, traveling from downtown to the East Freeway, there is currently an
eastbound entry ramp onto 1-10 located just a few feet from the north end of North San Jacinto

Street. The apparent new route to the East Freeway entry ramp at Waco will be two miles in

length via the proposed Rothwell extension under 1-69, with traffic signals at multiple locations

along the way. (Assuming surface street connectivity near North San Jacinto is restored as

recommended above.) Alternatively, a proposed eastbound 1-10 ramp located between Main
Street and North San Jacinto Street could be accessed via a nearly one mile counterclockwise

loop on the proposed frontage roads.

Currently, the North San Jacinto route into downtown easily connects to multiple freeways via the Main
Street / North San Jacinto / Nance Street ramps on 1-10.The ramps being proposed to serve this area do

not provide equivalent access.

A few examples (an incomplete list):

4

Additional evaluation should be conducted to ensure TxDOT has fully mitigated traffic and travel time

impacts to the 15,000 drivers using North San Jacinto Street every day.

We believe such an analysis will show the need for improvements to the proposed freeway design to
mitigate the impact of the apparent removal of the many connecting roadways and the freeway ramps



serving northern downtown and the North San Jacinto Street / North Main Street / McKee Street portals
into downtown Houston.

The surface street configuration at the northeast corner of downtown near 1-69 has negative impacts
to drivers arriving or departing the eastern corner of the north end of downtown

Congress, Franklin and Commerce Streets are vital access routes to the County Courthouse Complex.
Ruiz Street is also a significant collector street route to several facilities.

There are significant issues with lane balance, roadway capacity and incomplete design development
where these streets intersect north-south streets at 1-69, including existing Hamilton Street, the

proposed southbound frontage road and the proposed St. Emanuel northbound connections to 1-69 and

1-10.

The most significant of these is an apparent reduction of the capacity of Franklin Street, the sole
eastbound roadway providing direct egress from the eastern part of the Courthouse area across 1-69 to

the East End (via Navigation) and to ramps leading to the freeway network to the north. The negative
effect is compounded by a missing design for the reconfigured Franklin Street intersection with St.

Emanuel Street.

Currently there are three eastbound lanes of Franklin Street passing under 1-69, two through lanes and a

dedicated left turn lane. It appears that only two eastbound through lanes are provided in the schematic
design prepared by TxDOT, creating the appearance that Franklin Street will connect only to Navigation

Boulevard. This would be a result with excessive negative impacts to all drivers in the area.

The schematic shows proposed Franklin Street construction will end short of the St. Emanuel

intersection, where eastbound drivers will expect to make a left turn to access the freeway entrance

5



6

ramps to the north. In its current configuration, however, a raised median serves to prohibit those

eastbound left turns.

There are clearly fundamental deficiencies in the Franklin street design details. These should be re-

evaluated and corrected.

Similarly, Harris County recommends further analysis of apparent access and circulation deficiencies

related to the closure of Runnels Street and the reconfiguration of ramps connecting to the new
southbound frontage road, Hamilton Street, Chenevert Street and Jackson Street.

We believe there are a number of potential design improvements with significant benefits and a

relatively low cost. They include:

• Adding a connection between Ruiz and the southbound frontage road

• restoring two lanes of southbound McKee Street transitioning to Jackson Street where a ramp is

being removed

• adding a direct connection between southbound McKee and the southbound i-69 frontage road
via existing Runnels pavement

• Refining the south end of the freeway / HOV ramps at the north end of Chenevert to ensure
access to northbound McKee is maintained or expanded to two lanes to match the McKee

roadway cross-section to the north
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Finally, we note that there is an existing hike-bike trail under 1-69 between Commerce and Runnels,

providing a connection between the East End, Runnels Street, McKee Street, Bute Park and the Buffalo
Bayou trails. (Much of the trail was constructed by Harris County and is maintained by the City of

Houston.)



The proposed design should include an off-road hike-bike trail with equivalent accessibility and

connectivity.
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HARRIS COUNTY 
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ENGINEER 1001 Preston, Suite 500 

Houston, Texas 77002 
(713) 755-5370 

November 6, 2019 

Honorable County Judge 
& Commissioners 

SUBJECT: Transmittal of a Report Prepared by the Engineering Department and 
the Flood Control District Evaluating the North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project 

Dear Court Members: 

Provided for your review are responses to the Commissioners Court assignment to 
conduct an evaluation of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project. Included are 
memorandums from the Flood Control District and the Engineering Department, along 
with a copy of the August 13, 2019, Commissioners Court resolutions for reference. 

Please contact Russ Poppe or me, if you have questions or if we can provide additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

JRB/LS/vht 
Attachments 

., LEED AP 2~~£;--
Executive Director, Harris County Flood Control District 



HARRIS COUNTY 
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ENGINEER 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: November 6, 2019 

TO: John R. Blount, P.E. 

FROM: Loyd Smith, P.E. #~ 

1001 Preston, Suite 500 
Houston, Texas 77002 

(713) 755-5370 

SUBJECT: Evaluation of the North Houston Highway Improvement Project 

On August 13, 2019 Commissioners Court adopted a resolution stating that the Harris 
County Commissioners Court believes all regionally significant transportation projects 
undertaken by local, state and federal entities in Harris County must achieve nine (9) 
benchmarks. 

Two (2) of those benchmarks relate to drainage and floodplains within areas affected by 
TxDOT's North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP). These have been 
addressed in a separate memorandum prepared by the Harris County Flood Control 
District. 

The remaining benchmarks were analyzed by the Engineering Department in the 
attached report. This report also analyzes additional NHHIP topics contained in a second 
resolution approved by the Commissioners Court on August 13, 2019. 

In general , comparing TxDOT's NHHIP purpose and need statements to the 
Commissioners Court resolution suggests the Harris County Commissioners Court 
shares many of TxDOT's objectives (e.g. addressing congestion and enhancing multi
modal capacity) . However, Commissioners Court selected benchmarks show additional 
attention is needed to ensure that those objectives are achieved with an optimal result. 

Our comparison also shows there are important topics that should be more explicitly or 
completely addressed as TxDOT proceeds (e.g . safety, community impacts and 
environmental mitigation). 

Please advise if further information is needed. 



MEMORANDUM l~ooo~ 
~CONTROL 
:2DISTRICT 

DATE: October21 , 2019 

Russ Poppe, PE 
Executive Director 

TO: 9900 Northwest Freeway 
Houston, TX 77092 

713-684-4000 

FROM: Dena Green, PE 
Burton Johnson, PE 

RE: Response to August 13, 2019 Commissioner Court Resolution 

On August 13, 2019, Harris County Commissioners Court adopted a resolution related to the 
Texas Department of Transportation's (TxDOT) North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
(NHHIP). The resolution states that Harris County Commissioner's Court believes all regionally 
significant transportation projects undertaken by local, state, and federal entities in Harris County 
must, among other th ings: 

• Reduce historic flooding patterns and aggressively mitigate new flooding impacts 

• Meet the standards that Harris County Flood Control District has set forth and follow the 
requirements of Atlas 14 in order to build more resilient storm water infrastructure. 

Additionally, the resolution directs the Harris County Flood Control District (HCFCD) to "ensure 
that TxDOT follows the development standards of Harris County Texas for Flood Plain 
Management as amended after Hurricane Harvey and effective as of January 1, 2018." 

The proceeding information provides an overview of the coordination that has taken place, and 
will continue to occur, between the HCFCD and TxDOT related to the NHHIP. 

Since April, HCFCD and TxDOT staff have been closely coordinating and collaborating regarding 
respective project initiatives proximate to each other: TxDOT's North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project (NHHIP), Section 2 and the Flood Control District's Little White Oak Bayou 
Flood Damage Reduction Feasibility Study. Little White Oak Bayou is a major tributary of White 
Oak Bayou, and extends upstream to the north from its confluence with White Oak Bayou near 
downtown. The alignment of Little White Oak Bayou closely parallels NHHIP Segment 2 and 
parts of NHHIP Segment 1, and as such, the two projects share a portion of the same project 
study area. Items mentioned in the August 13 Resolution have been at the forefront in this 
coordination, as are efforts to identify project features of mutual benefit to each agency. 
Specifically: 

• TxDOT has indicated they will evaluate project impacts on stormwater, and provide 
necessary mitigation, in consideration of current local criteria, including the updates to 
Harris County's Flood Plain Management Ordinance and Harris County Flood Control 
District's Policy, Criteria, and Procedure Manual (PCPM). 

• TxDOT is contemplating features that will reduce existing flood risk along Little White Oak 
Bayou, such as removing and replacing undersized culverts at IH-610 and IH-45; as well 
as participating with the HCFCD and the City of Houston in the North Canal along Buffalo 
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To: Russ Poppe 
Date: October 21 , 2019 

Bayou. Their planning study is currently ongoing, but we believe that these features will 
be part of their recommended plan. Please note that the removal of flow restrictions often 
requires mitigation to ensure that flood risk is not increased in other locations along the 
channel. This could include channel conveyance improvements, detention, and/or other 
mitigating features . 

• HCFCD and TxDOT are continuing to attempt to identify additional project features related 
to the NHHIP that could reduce flooding in the project area. 

• TxDOT is considering sizing new cross structures, such as culverts crossing under the 
freeway, to accommodate higher flowrates from any identified future upstream 
improvements. If installed, the new cross structures will be restricted until the appropriate 
stormwater mitigation is installed to ensure that downstream flood risk is not increased. 

• HCFCD is continuing to work with FEMA to identify updated regulatory floodplains as part 
of the MAAPNext project. That study is ongoing , and not all of the information is available 
to incorporate into the current TxDOT evaluation. However, in the meantime, TxDOT is 
utilizing a calibrated 0.2% (500-year) floodplain as their design event for their planning 
work in anticipation of higher regulatory flood levels in the MAAPNext project. TxDOT will 
be required , and has stated their intention to, update their analysis to reflect and utilize 
the MAAPNext models and data once that information becomes available. 

The overall design of the NHHIP roadway project, and the drainage infrastructure that will serve 
it, follows an iterative process. At each step, TxDOT will prepare set of progressively more detailed 
drainage studies to support their overall project planning , until the final design recommendations 
are established and included in the Design Report. With a large roadway project, such as the 
NHHIP, it may take several years to complete the final design. When the various phases of the 
NHHIP are in design phase, HCFCD will review the final Design Report and construction plans to 
ensure the design recommendations adhere to our policy, and do not increase flood risks or flood 
hazards along HCFCD facilities . The following drainage studies and plans have been completed, 
are ongoing , or will be completed by TxDOT in connection with the NHHIP. 

Completed Studies 

• Preliminary Drainage Study (2016)- conceptual study prepared to provide a preliminary 
drainage study for planning purposes, specifically to support the identification of a 
recommended schematic alignment. 

Segment 3 Drainage Studies (2018) - five different preliminary drainage studies were 
conducted for different portions of Segment 3 (downtown area) of the NHHIP. The purpose 
of these drainage studies is to provide a preliminary drainage design for respective portions 
of Segment 3 of the NHHIP and to support evaluation of alternatives and the determination of 
a final project alignment. The reports documents the preliminary results of the drainage 
analysis and design and will be used to assist TxDOT and a future design-build contraction in 
the design/construction phase of the project. Hurricane Harvey occurred during the 
preparation of these studies, and was considered in the studies. The new NOAA Atlas 14 
rainfall had not been finalized at the time of these studies. However, in anticipation of higher 
rainfalls, TxDOT increased its design threshold on certain items. Final design will utilize Atlas 
14 rainfall data. 
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To: Russ Poppe 
Date: October 21, 2019 

The Preliminary Drainage Studies and Section 3 Drainage Studies are planning level 
evaluations that will not be used for construction, and as such,· approval of the Harris County 
Flood Control District was not sought. The final studies have a "Preliminary" watermark that 
will not be removed. However, TxDOT coordinated with HCFCD throughout this process, and 
took our feedback into consideration. 

Ongoing Study 

• Segment 2 Drainage Study (2019) - a single preliminary drainage study for Segment 2 
(generally between downtown and IH-610) that is similar in scope and purpose as the 
Segment 3 drainage studies. 

This study is being closely coordinated between TxDOT and HCFCD, as described previously 
in this memorandum. The goal of this collaboration is to identify features in the mutual interest 
of both parties and to identify project elements that will result in reduced flood risk. 

Future Studies and Construction Drawings 

• Segment 1 Drainage Study - preliminary drainage study(s) for Segment 1 similar in scope 
and purpose as the drainage studies for Segments 2 and 3. 

• Final Drainage Study (HCFCD formal review) 
o The final design recommendations will generally conform to the preliminary 

drainage studies developed for segments 1-3. However, final modifications that 
are needed will be determined. At this phase, a final drainage study will be 
submitted to the Flood Control District's Watershed Department for review and 
approval. This may be a single report or, more likely, separate final drainage 
reports for various segments. 

o This review will ensure that the NHHIP project meets the Harris County Floodplain 
Ordinance and the Harris County Flood Control District PCPM, including those 
elements enacted after Hurricane Harvey. 

o The review will ensure that the NHHIP drainage infrastructure and drainage impact 
analysis are based upon Atlas 14 rainfall as well as the computed water surface 
profiles from the MMPNext project. If MMPNext has not been completed , they 
will utilize the existing 0.2% (500-year) as per HCFCD criteria. 

• Construction Plans - The actual project approval occurs when construction plans are 
reviewed by HCFCD's Watershed Management Department. As part of the review, the 
PCPM will ensure the proposed project meets the requirements of the PCPM, and also 
will ensure that the plans are consistent with the recommendations and parameters 
included in the Final Drainage Report. 
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The Assignment 

Commissioners' Court adopted a resolution on August 13, 2019 that states that the Harris 

Commissioners' Court believes all regionally significant transportation projects undertaken by local, 

state and federal entities in Harris County must achieve nine benchmarks. 

Two of those benchmarks relate to drainage and floodplains within areas affected by TxDOT's North 

Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP) . These have been addressed in a separate 

memorandum prepared by the Harris County Flood Control District. 

The remaining seven benchmarks addressed in this report are: 

(These are re-sorted from the resolution) 

• Improve safety for people in vehicles, walking and biking, on the facility and on connecting 

streets 

• Enhance walking and biking connections between and within existing communities 

• Encourage an engineering design for an innovative multi-modal transportation system by 

incorporating local and regional transportation plans 

• Prioritize use of existing right-of-way, mitigate displaced residents and business owners by 

compensating their properties at fair market value, and help renters with rental relocation 

assistance 

• Preserve existing businesses and community resources while enhancing growth and economic 

development opportunities within neighborhoods adjacent to the project 

• Protect and enhance parks, open spaces, and air quality as critical to physical and mental well

being of individuals, families and communities 

• Mitigate the damage to our air quality and alleviate noise pollution as much as possible 

The Engineering Department was directed to evaluate the NHHIP design and determine whether the 

proposed design will: 

• Reduce the number of single occupancy vehicles on our roadways 

• Enhance connectivity 

• Improve safety and mobility in our region. 

A second resolution on the same date directed HCFCD and the Engineering Department to include in our 

evaluation recommendations for TxDOT to address community concerns, mitigate adverse impacts, and 

provide benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Findings and recommendations on topics and directives in both resolutions are included . 

2 



Reference information and method of analysis 

NHHIP project purpose and need statements published by TxDOT 

What are TxDOT's transportation objectives for the NHHIP? 

As provided in TxDOT's Draft Environmental Impact Statement, they are: 

"The proposed transportat ion improvements are needed to address the following transportation issues in the proposed 

NHH IP area : 

• Inadequate capacity for existing and future traffic demands 

• Average daily traffic volumes are projected to increase 

• The current single lane, reversible high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane serves traffic in only one direction during 

peak periods 

• Evacuation effectiveness on 1-45 during a hurricane or other regional emergency would be limited at its present 

capacity 

• Portions of 1-45 do not meet cu rrent TxDOT design standards, creating a traffic safety concern 

• Roadway design deficiencies include inadequate storm water dra inage in some locations, potentially 

compromising the operational effectiveness of 1-45 as an evacuation route because of high wate r lane closu res 

• Forecasts for commuter service indicate that managed lanes would be needed on 1-45 to support commuter 

t raffic and express bus service 

The purpose of the proposed NHHIP is to implement an integrated system of t ransportation improvements with the goal 

of providing a facility with additional capacity in the 1-45/Hardy Toll Road corridor to accommodate projected trave l 

demand by incorporating transit opportunit ies, travel demand and management strategies, and flexible operations. Such a 

facility would help manage congestion, improve mobility, enhance safety, and provide travelers with optio ns to reach thei r 

destinations." 

In presentations, TxDOT has summarized these as follows: 

Need for Proposed Project: 

• Population and employment increases 

• Existing and future 1-45 traffic 

• Current design standards and improved safety 

• Efficient traffic movement, including during evacuation events 

Purpose of Proposed Project 

• Manage congestion 

• Enhance safety 

• Improve mobility and operational efficiency 

Method of Analysis 

This report is a qualitative review of the NHHIP project. We did not perform independent calculations or 

engineering checks. Instead, we provide an engineer's perspective on various policy and project 

benchmarks the Court has established . Our analysis is informed by both TxDOT's published documents 
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and our interaction with TxDOT, other agencies and the public over the past several years of project 

development. 

The evaluations directed by the Court have been addressed in an order that places similar items in topic 

groups. Each of the topic groups compares and contrasts the relevant TxDOT project objectives and their 

preliminary design against the benchmarks established in the Courts' resolutions. The analysis of each 

topic is followed by conclusions and our recommendations for addressing that topic. 

In general, comparing the TxDOT purpose and need statements to the Courts' resolution suggests the 

Harris County Commissioners' Court shares many of TxDOT's objectives (e .g. addressing congestion and 

enhancing multi-modal capacity) . However, Courts' selected benchmarks show additional attention is 

needed to ensure that those objectives are achieved with an optimal result. The comparison also shows 

there are important topics that should be more explicitly or completely addressed as TxDOT proceeds 

(e.g. safety, community impacts and environmental mitigation). 
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Safety, including pedestrian and bicyclist safety 

TxDOT Need Statement: 

Portions of 1-45 do not meet current TxDOT design standards, creating a traffic safety concern 

TxDOT Purpose I Goals statement: 

Enhance safety 

Commissioners' Court benchmarks: 

Improve safety for people in vehicles, walking and biking, on the facility and on connecting 

streets 

Enhance walking and biking connections between and within existing communities 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

Will the NHHIP improve safety .. . in our region? 

Will the NHHIP enhance connectivity? 

Analysis : 

TxDOT's statements in the public documents include limited analyses that specifically predict the safety 

benefits of the project. Instead, TxDOT states enhanced safety will be achieved by designing the facility 

to current design standards. 

This is a reasonable and accurate position, so far as it goes. 

Many features of the existing freeway and frontage road system were designed several decades ago . 

Modern design criteria are certainly more stringent and have been developed with much greater 

attention to safety impacts. Moreover, TxDOT has included many freeway design features that will 

positively address safety. For example, sight distances will be improved. Weaving (lane-changing) 

movements will be reduced. Additional transition lengths are provided to accommodate merging 

movements. These are all key elements of the project design that will positively impact traveler safety. 

However, we believe the approach of relying solely on modern design criteria as the path to the 

objective of enhanced safety should be reconsidered . We believe a more specific evaluation of 

opportunities for safety enhancements is both appropriate and worthwhile. 

TxDOT's current approach to safety can be broadened in three significant ways. 

First, as implied in the Court's benchmark, the proposed design and its safety benefits would be 

enhanced by more specifically addressing walking and biking safety throughout the project. 

Because pedestrians and bicyclists will be using surface streets, this leads directly to a second point. 
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Safety evaluations for the frontage roads and connecting streets should be given specific attention. The 

methods of analyzing crash potential are quite different for freeway and surface street operations. 

Finally, safety for pedestrian and bicycle users is not limited to crash mitigation. Personal safety is 

directly affected by whether the pedestrian and biking environment is well utilized. 

To achieve higher utilization rates, the proposed pedestrian and bicycle routes must be perceived as a 

"walkable place" : convenient, safe, aesthetically pleasant and well-lit. The application of appropriate 

pedestrian and bicycle design criteria across the project is integral to this objective, but attention to site

specific design details is equally important. 

Conclusion: 

We believe the NHHIP will improve safety, but more can be done to ensure that those improvements 

are quantified and equally distributed to all roadway users. 

Recommendation: 

The overall safety impact of the project could be measured and addressed in greater detail. In 

particular, we believe a safety analysis of proposed the frontage roads, the connecting streets and the 

associated pedestrian and bicycle facilities should be explicitly included as part of the TxDOT design 

process. The analysis should include site-specific safety reviews of the project's frontage road and 

surface street improvements, giving consideration to both crash mitigation and personal safety. 
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Mobility and Congestion 

TxDOT Need Statements: 

Inadequate capacity for existing and future traffic demands 

Average daily traffic volumes are projected to increase 

Evacuation effectiveness on 1-45 during a hurricane or other regional emergency would be 

limited at its present capacity 

TxDOT Purpose I Goals statements: 

... additional capacity in the 1-45/Hardy Toll Road corridor to accommodate projected travel 

demand 

... manage congestion, improve mobility ... 

Commissioners' Court benchmarks: 

None stated 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

Will the NHHIP reduce the number of single occupancy vehicles on our roadway? 

Will the NHHIP improve ... mobility in our region? 

Analysis: 

The congestion levels throughout the corridor are significant and undisputed. All segments of the 

project are included in the top 30 of the Top 100 Most Congested Roadway Segments in Texas, as 

measured by vehicular delay. 

TxDOT's projections of increasing traffic demands and increasing congestion are also credible . The 

Houston region's population and economic growth rates have exceeded national trends for many years. 

Long-range forecasts from multiple sources predict more growth in the future, which has a relatively 

direct effect on travel demand. 

Although some recent data shows a flattening of the growth curve for per-capita vehicle miles traveled 

in the state, the overall vehicle miles traveled in Harris County and the region continues to increase in 

close correlation to population growth and the regional economic health. Numerically, travel demand is 

overwhelming influenced by factors such as a healthy regional economy, new residents arriving with 

cars and residents choosing to live far from their jobs. Those factors greatly outnumber the mitigating 

factors of foregone, shared, shortened or alternative mode trips residents of a corridor or the region 

may choose. 
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Also, as heavily-traveled as the NHHIP freeways are, we note that they carry a small proportion of the 

total vehicle miles traveled in Harris County or the region. 

Recent data shows about 29% of the vehicle miles traveled in Harris County occurs across fill of the 179 

centerline miles of interstate highways within Harris County. The NHHIP roads and the connecting 

sections of other freeways impacted by this project are a small percentage of the interstate highways in 

Harris County, and an even smaller share within the region . 

Mobility, often measured in terms of trip delay, is a different question . The history of road 

improvements in any growing region shows that short-range projections of improved travel times 

following capacity improvements are often accurate, but they become less certain as time goes on. 

More cars are added to the improved road as the population grows and as land development and travel 

patterns shift. 

The TxDOT project needs list states additional capacity on 1-45 will be beneficial during an evacuation. 

We agree. 

We do note that TxDOT's project objectives do not explicitly address mobility impacts during 

construction. 

The County building complex in downtown generates a measurable share of NHHIP freeway trips serving 

both employee and constituent needs. We need to remain alert to ensure our County-specific mobility 

needs in the downtown area are given appropriate attention as the project moves into design and 

construction. 

Conclusion: 

The NHHIP project will not reduce vehicle miles traveled in our region . 

The NHHIP will increase mobility in our region, including during evacuations. The duration of the positive 

effects will not be permanent. 

Recommendation: 

Harris County Engineering should remain involved and vigilant during the design phase to ensure that 

construction traffic control plans adequately maintain mobility for vehicle and transit trips to County 

destinations in downtown. As construction proceeds, communication channels to County employees 

and customers should be established. 
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Multimodal I Transit 

TxDOT Need Statements: 

The current single lane, reversible high-occupancy vehicle (HOV} lane serves traffic in only one 

direction during peak periods 

Forecasts for commuter service indicate that managed lanes would be needed on 1-45 to support 

commuter traffic and express bus service 

TxDOT Purpose I Goals statements: 

[Provide] a facility ... incorporating transit opportunities, travel demand and management 

strategies, and flexible operations . 

... Provide travelers with options to reach their destinations. 

Commissioners' Court benchmarks: 

Encourage an engineering design for an innovative multi-modal transportation system by 

incorporating local and regional transportation plans 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

Will the NHHIP reduce the number of single occupancy vehicles on our roadways? 

Will the NHHIP enhance connectivity? 

Will the NHHIP improve ... mobility in our region? 

Analysis : 

Within the 1-45 North corridor, the TxDOT design provides two-lanes-in-each-direction managed lanes. 

This will significantly increase the multi-modal capacity over the existing one-way, reversible HOV lane. 

This is a very positive factor for the generation of carpooling and transit alternatives in the northern part 

of our region because increasing the capacity of the HOV and transit lanes in the corridor provides new 

or enhanced opportunities for the reduction of individual and per-capita vehicle miles traveled. 

TxDOT should be given due credit for addressing the transit and carpooling modes in their design. 

However, even ifthe development of additional carpool and transit use in the 1-45 managed lanes is a 

wild success, the cumulative impact of the individual users' reductions in automobile use would remain 

numerically overwhelmed by the opposing factor of more trips overall resulting from econom ic and 

population growth in the region. Increasing the number of alternative-mode trips from a very small 

percentage to a merely small percentage is a minor factor compared to an overall environment where 

economic and the population growth tend to directly increase both the total number of trips taken and 

the total vehicle miles traveled. 
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Despite those limitations, managed lane projects increase the use of alternative modes, which is 

important for a variety of reasons. Th is is recognized by the public and our sister agencies, and has 

resulted in a keen interest in how the NHHIP will affect the further development of future transit 

projects and services. Several critiques of the TxDOT managed lane concept have resulted. 

First, the configuration of the managed lanes as proposed favors long-distance trips. This is consistent 

with TxDOT's stated purpose "to support commuter traffic and express bus service". 

At the ne ighborhood level, the impact of this philosophy is evident in the loss of existing ramps 

providing direct access between the HOV lane and local streets Quitman Street and Airline Drive. 

Instead, all access to the 1-45 managed lanes outside of downtown is via freeway lanes or frontage 

roads . As a result, some residents along the corridor infer little personal or neighborhood benefit to the 

managed lanes. They just see four added lanes carrying cars and coach-style buses traveling through 

their community. 

A second, more complicated point of contention has emerged regarding provisions for future passenger 

rail transit or bus rapid transit in the immediate vicinity of 1-45. 

Currently the METRO Red Line light rail route ends on Fulton Street near Crosstimbers Road, about J4 

mile east of 1-45. Over the past two years, Houston METRO has developed the METRO Next long-range 

plan for their service area. It includes an extension of the Red Line to the North Shepard Park and Ride 

lot along surface streets, crossing 1-45 perpendicularly. 

The METRONext plan also shows a bus rapid transit route traveling to Bush Intercontinental Airport on 

the 1-45 corridor the between downtown and Greens Road. Whether the bus rapid transit vehicles on 

the " Intercontinental Line" would travel on TxDOT's managed lanes is not explicitly stated in the 

METRO Next documents. (This is understandable. Any future investment in the " Intercontinental Line" 

using federal funds will require a significant Alternatives Analysis study to be completed .) 

In parallel with development of the METRO Next plan, the Regional Transportation Council established a 

High Capacity Transit Task Force that recommended planning considerat ions and generalized routes for 

high-capacity transit services on corridors throughout our eight-county region . Their "Priority Corridor 

2045" map is generally consistent with the METRONext maps, labeling both the Red Line extension on 

surface streets and the " Intercontinental Line" via 1-45 as "All-day High Capacity Transit service" . 

County Engineering staff is aware there is not a firm consensus among TxDOT, METRO and community 

leaders on how additional transit capacity within the 1-45 right of way should be configured . Nor is there 

definite agreement on whether transit vehicles on the "Intercontinental Line" will travel exclusively on 

the managed lanes or via a dedicated transit guideway. 

The rub is whether the room needed for an exclusive, elevated guideway will be provided within 

TxDOT's 1-45 / NHHIP project footprint . Who might pay for that additional right-of way is also a question, 

as TxDOT funds are effectively limited to highway and street improvement. 
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Given the advanced phase of TxDOT's planning for the 1-45 freeway and managed lane improvements, 

this uncertainty creates a multi-d imensional question impacting scope, schedule, cost and 

environmental impact stretching over several miles of the proposed improvements. Adding the physical 

room for an exclusive guideway will either require additional ROW (with more neighborhood and 

commercial property impacts) or a roadway scope reduction that reduces the width, capacity and 

benefits of TxDOT's planned improvements in the corridor. 

Conclusion: 

TxDOT's design of the NHHIP includes two-way managed lanes providing preferential service to bus 

transit and HOV uses, resulting in a significant increase in the capacity and service flexibility for carpools 

and express buses serving commuter travel in the 1-45 corridor. Two significant transit and connectivity 

issues rema in, however. 

Identification of strategies and physical improvements to provide greater access to the managed lanes 

from neighborhoods affected by the project is needed. 

Resolving the open questions related to the footprint of the "Intercontinental Line" within the 1-45 right

of-way should also be addressed . Crafting a forward-looking and coordinated interagency plan for a full 

range of multi-modal alternatives to be developed in the 1-45 corridor is an issue of regional importance 

and should be addressed without delay. 

Recommendation: 

Houston METRO and TxDOT are the lead agencies for coordinating and resolving the open issues 

related to transit services and transit connectivity within the wider NHHIP corridor. The City of 

Houston, the Houston-Galveston Area Council and Harris County are all stakeholders and should 

continue to monitor and support those efforts. Court members, representatives from their staffs and 

the Engineering Department should encourage TxDOT and METRO to commit to a coordinated project 

solution accommodating long-range transit and HOV solutions along 1-45 that will provide multi

modal transportation options to residents living both in the NHHIP corridor and throughout the 

region. 
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Right-of-way and property acquisition 

TxDOT Need Statements: 

Not applicable. Property acquisition is a consequence of the project, not a transportation need. 

TxDOT Purpose I Goals statements: 

Not applicable. Property acquisition is a consequence of the project, not a transportation 

purpose. 

Commissioners' Court benchmarks: 

(for clarity, this benchmark is separated into two parts and reordered) 

Mitigate displaced residents and business owners by compensating their properties at fair 

market value, and help renters with rental relocation assistance 

Prioritize use of existing right-of-way 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

The second Court resolution requested "recommendations for TxDOT to ... mitigate adverse 

impacts ... ". 

Analysis : 

TxDOT has shown the appropriate commitment to adhering to the tightly-defined requirements of both 

state and federal law as they relate to property acquisition and relocations. We have no comments or 

critiques related to what we know of TxDOT's plan for addressing fair compensation or relocations 

expenses where property acquisition will be needed. 

Two extra efforts by TxDOT are praiseworthy. In public meetings, they have gone beyond minimum 

requirements by providing separate tables where affected property owners can learn about the 

procedures for calculating the fair compensation and relocation assistance that are dictated by state 

laws, TxDOT regulations and the Federal Relocation Act. We are also aware TxDOT is in pursuit of "early 

authority" approvals to accelerate addressing the needs of vulnerable renter populations living in 

Houston public housing facilities affected by the project. 

The second element of this charge essentially asks whether the proposed design has given priority to 

minimize the number and size of proposed property acquisitions. Our answer is a qualified "yes". 

TxDOT has advanced their preliminary design through several iterations over the past several years of 

project development. In some cases, design revisions have reduced project right-of-way acquisitions. In 

other cases, addressing a functional need or a public request will lead to additional right-of-way being 

acquired. Also, the preliminary design plans represent a hybrid approach in some cases. Locations where 

storm water detention is required are being designed to be located within roadway-required right-of-
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way to the greatest practical extent, minimizing the need for nearby detention-specific property 

acquisitions. Finally, in some cases right-of-way acquisitions may increase due to design criteria changes, 

such as adjustments to earlier designs to accommodate the greater rainfall rates and detention needs 

associated wit h the publication of Atlas 14 rainfall data. 

The detailed design reviews and the trade-off analyses needed to find that the "right" balance of 

property acquisitions across the entire project is beyond the scope of our analysis. Instead, we can only 

observe that TxDOT and their design team are obviously aware of the impacts created by property 

acqu isitions and are proceeding through the design and environmental review applying the appropriate 

standards of engineering design and procedure. 

We do note, however, that the iterative process of minimizing property impacts should not end with the 

issuance of an environmental finding or the beginning of a formal design phase. The complexity and 

magnitude of this project - illustrated by the study of transit and safety impacts recommended in 

previous sections - directly suggests that TxDOT should not proceed immediately to right-of-way 

acquisition in certain areas. 

TxDOT has pledged to continue a high-level of interagency and public coordination through the design 

and construction phases, where further design refinements could positively affect property acquisitions. 

TxDOT fulfilling their pledge to "get the design right" is a necessary prerequisite to achieving the Courts' 

benchmark of a minimizing the amount of newly acquired right-of-way. 

One final note: We are aware that TxDOT plans to acquire a small part of a parcel of county-owned land 

on Nance Street, near the southwest corner of the 1-69 / 1-10 interchange. The site is currently in use 

(and is under further development) as a surface parking lot. We believe that significant impacts to the 

County's ongoing and future use of the property will be avoided. 

Conclusion: 

We believe TxDOT is using the appropriate procedures with respect to minimizing right-of-way 

acquisitions, mitigating the associated property use impacts to adjacent properties and providing fair 

compensation for property acquisition and owner I tenant relocation . 

Recommendation: 

In coordination with HCFCD, Harris County Engineering should remain involved with TxDOT and their 

consultants through the design phases. We will use available opportunities to cooperatively identify 

design changes or other opportunities to reduce property acquisition impacts. 
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Mitigating Impacts and Creating Opportunity for Adjacent Neighborhoods and 

Residents 

TxDOT Need Statements: 

Not directly applicable. However, mitigating selected impacts is addressed extensively in the 

project environmental documents. 

TxDOT Purpose I Goals statements: 

Not directly applicable. However, mitigating selected impacts is addressed extensively in the 

project environmental documents. 

Commissioners' Court benchmarks: 

Preserve existing businesses and community resources while enhancing growth and economic 

development opportunities within neighborhoods adjacent to the project 

Protect and enhance parks, open spaces, and air quality as critical to physical and mental well

being of individuals, families and communities. 

Mitigate the damage to our air quality and alleviate noise pollution as much as possible. 

Requested Engineering Department evaluations: 

The second Court resolution asked the Engineering Department to include in our evaluation 

recommendations for TxDOT to address community concerns, mitigate adverse impacts, and 

provide benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Analysis: 

TxDOT's Environmental Impact Statement documents appear to address the full range of topics required 

by the National Environmental Policy Act, state laws and TxDOT procedure manuals. 

Those required environmental measures include cataloguing and estimating impacts related to historical 

structures, noise, air quality and cultural resources. Although our review of the individual topic 

documents has been limited, we believe TxDOT has substantially completed the required impact studies 

needed to maintain procedural compliance with the applicable state and federal environment review 

requirements . 

Regardless, the environmental impacts of the project remain a notable and persistent community 

concern. The environmental benchmarks established by Court are consistent with those public concerns. 

Without judgment, we observe that TxDOT and the public-at-large look at environment matters through 

different lenses. 
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TxDOT is focused on moving forward a project that meets the stated purpose and need objectives while 

maintaining environment compliance and providing mitigation as measured by law, science and 

engineering methods. By definition, this requires a technical approach. 

Because relatively few members of the public are familiar with the specific measurement methods or 

the regulatory definitions of mitigation, the technical details are often challenging for engineers to 

communicate in layman's language. (In fairness, this is challenging for nearly all engineers, not just 

TxDOT engineers.) 

From the other direction, the public - particularly those who are directly impacted by the project - can 

be suspicious of "the technical mumbo jumbo". Impacted individuals and communities often become 

frustrated with how their concerns and questions are received and answered. 

To their credit, TxDOT has undertaken an unprecedented effort to bridge the communication gaps 

inherent to a project of this magnitude. The frequency of community and stakeholder meetings held or 

attended by TxDOT has been extraordinary. As the project has progressed, project information has been 

delivered more clearly and much more widely. TxDOT is listening, too, not just presenting. 

Moving to the specifics of environment mitigation, it is notable that the Court's benchmarks would 

require that TxDOT exceed their usual and customary project mitigation objectives, methods and 

budgets. The Court has set a high bar. 

The concept of "enhancing" parks or air quality is more far-reaching and complicated than merely 

mitigating impacts using numerical measures. Similarly, enhancing economic development in adjacent 

neighborhoods is not only challenging to measure, it also requires actions not typically associated with 

designing and building roadways. Alleviating noise impacts "to the greatest extent possible" is very 

different from modeling incremental noise generation and applying a defined decibel scale . Extending 

sidewalks on a connecting city street to reach the nearest bus stop would require TxDOT to adopt a 

more flexible definition of "project limits" . 

Fortunately, the communications links established thus far will greatly assist in bridging such gaps. These 

include more than TxDOT's own public involvement or interagency coordination efforts. In-progress 

community communications efforts by the Houston Planning & Development Department have been 

underway for several months. An emerging effort by the Houston-Galveston Area Council will also 

provide forums to identify and advance common objectives. 

The Engineering Department and representat ives of the Court Members' staffs have been attendees 

throughout the previous meeting cycles. This involvement should continue. 

Also, budget flexibility has been created that may allow certain community transportation objectives to 

be met in concert with TxDOT's project even if they exceed TxDOT's legal authorities or their NHHIP 

project-specific resources. Earlier this year the Transportation Policy Council created a capital fund 

explicitly dedicated to addressing ancillary transportation needs and impact mitigations in areas near 

NHHIP Segment 2. 
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Specific expenditure candidates using the funds allocated budget will be identified in 2021. We can only 

speculate at this time, but the Engineering Department might be a candidate to manage recommended 

projects on County roads or (possibly) on city streets. 

A few final notes will complete the analysis of environmental mitigation. 

The County itself is an "affected resident" in several respects. In addition to the parking facility 

mentioned in a previous section, the NHHIP project is directly connected to several Precinct Four

maintained roads in Segment One and is adjacent to two Precinct Two parks in Segment Three. HCTRA's 

Hardy Toll Road Downtown Connector will connect at the 1-69 / 1-10 interchange. 

Harris County Engineering also will have a limited regulatory role as TxDOT proceeds through final 

design in Segment One, granting approvals for ancillary construction on connecting County-maintained 

roads. 

Conclusion: 

TxDOT appears to be in compliance with all required regulatory procedures related to environmental 

impacts. However, gaps remain between the proposed mitigation measures and public expectations. 

Communications channels have improved and expanded as the project has proceeded, providing a 

foundation for the work necessary to bridge the remaining gaps. 

Recommendations: 

The County's presence and participation in the ongoing community outreach efforts led by TxDOT, 

City of Houston and H-GAC should continue. Engineering Department and Court member staff 

participation is important, not only to speak on behalf of constituents but also to communicate the 

Courts' benchmarks for environmental mitigation. 

The Engineering Department will also continue to be diligent addressing relatively limited but 

important matters pertaining to both adjacent county-owned facilities and our regulatory role. 
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August 7, 2019 

ADRIAN 
GARCIA 
PUClllCI' I COMJllSSIOKD 

AGENDA ITEM 

Commissioners Court 
1001 Preston, 9th Floo.r 
Houston, Texas 77002 

Dear Court Members: 

Vote of the Court: 
Yes No 

Judge Hidalgo 
Comm. Ellis 
Comm. A. Garcia 
Comm. Radack 
Comm. Cagle 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Abstain 

0 
0 
D 
0 
0 

/q, (. /. c. 

Please consider the following item for the August 13, 2019 Commissioners Court agenda. 

Harris County Precinct Two requests approval of a Resolution relating to the realignment of 
Interstate 45 and Interstate 69. 

Your consideration and approval of this request is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Adrian Garcia 
Commissioner 

Enclosure 
Presented to Commissioners Court 

AUG 13 2019 
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Vote of the Court: 
Yes No Abstain 

Judge Hidalgo 
Comm. Ellis 
Comm. A. Garcia 
Comm. Radack 
Comm. Cagle 

0 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Presented to Commissioners Court 
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<.R§so{ution 
~ 'I1ie 'T~ <Department of 'Transportation ('bgXYI) 6uift£s most of our liigliways, atuf 

~ 1Cigfrway aa:itfents cause nU1fleroll.S fatalities atuf serious injuries of peopu tiriving, 
6 iqig, atuf wa£ijng tr1ery year, anti 

~ tfx!D<Yl's proposeti Nortfi 1Couston JtffJliway Improwment <Project (!J{}{J{I~ repre
sents a ona-in-9enerations opportunity to imprr1fJ11 the region's image atuf mo6ility, wfrife mitigating 
past impacts, atuf 

'ffl""4s: 'Tran.spottation infrastructun influences acass to econmnic qpportunity atuf quality 
of life, incfutfing healtli atuf wel!ness in 1Carris County, atuf 

'ffl""4s: !£very major infrastructure project using tax;payer d'offars sliouf4 6e sun as an oppor
tunity to impro-ve the quality of life in the suiruutufing neigli6orfiootis, rather tlian simpfy miti[Jating 
neoatiw impacts: now, tlierefore 

aJe it ruaW tliat 1Carris County Cummissioner's Court 6e6eves tliat a/I regionaify signifaant 
transportation projects urufertai..en 6y IOca( state, atuf fttieraf entities in 1Carris County must mut the 
fofUJwing 6~: 

• 'Enfiana walijng atuf ~ comuctibns 6etween atuf witliin ~ communities. 

• Improve safety for peopu in vefricfes, wafiJna, atuf ~ on the facility atuf on connect
ing streets. 

• ~tiua fiiswric Jfootf111fJ pattems atuf aaamsiwfy mitigate new JfootffllfJ impacts. 

• ~ritize use of~ ri(Jlit~f-way, mitigate tiispliu:ing resitfents atuf 6usiness owners 6y 
cqmpensating tli.eir properties at fair~ vafue, anti he{p renters witli nntaf nlOcation 
assimtna. 

• <Prrserve e.J(f.sting 6usinesses atuf community resources wfrife enliancing orowt!i atuf econom
ic ane(qpment opportunities witliin neigli6orfiootis atfyu:ent to the project. 

• fhotect anti enliana parR.;, open spaces, atuf air quality as critica[ to pfiysica{ anti mmta{ 
we(/;.6eing of intfwilfuafs, families, anti communities. 

• ~eet the stantiartis tliat 1Carris County f£{ootf Contro{ <District lias set fortli atuf foOiYw 
the nquimnents of .J.'tl..Af 14 in onfer to 6uilif more nsifient storm water iefra.struaun. 

• 1Encounzee an mgineerine tfesign for an i1111'1114tWe mufti-motfe{ transportation system 6y 
incorporating fOca{ anti region.a[ transportation pfans 

• ~itigate the iiam4(Je to our air quality atuf alfeviate noise polfution as mucli as possi6u. 

I& it juttlier nsofwtf tliat 1Carris County Commissioner's Court in.sttucts a([ 6ranclies of 1Car
ris County fJO'llemment to wori.,tirekss{y to ensure tliat a([ of the foregoing 6enclima~ are realizeti 
in the !N'J{J{/<P. 



<Bl it jia1fw ruolrJJ tliat :J{arri.s County Commissilmer's Court instructs Xarris County 
<Fwoa Contro{ to en.sun tfiat 'b@<YI faUUws the tfewfopment stantfanfs of Xarris County 'T~as for 
<Fwotf <Pfain !Management as amentie4 ajter'}{urricane :J{arvey anti efftctiue as of.January 1, 2018. , 

are it fartlierruoW tfiat Xarris County 'Engineering <Department ewzfuate the 'NHJ{[<P ife
sign. anti ifetermine whether the propose{ ifesign. will retfua the num6er of singfe occupancy 11efricfes 
on our roaiways, mfiance amnectivity, improve safety, traffic anti mo6ility in our TBgion. 

are it fartlierrrsoW tfiat '}{ams County Commissilmer's Court instructs Xarri.s County 'To{[ 
~al .ft.utMrity to liost a pu6tic meeting in amjun.ctUm witli 'Lt.!J)O'T to answer questions anti up
tfate the community on tlie '}{artfy 'Io{[~~ <Prr>ject anti the MOO<P. 

finallj, Xarris County Commissioners Court instructs <Ft:ooa Contro{ anti the 'Engineering 
<Department to "Port 6ac{to Commissioners Court witli preliminary fin£ings on the aforementione4 
items in tline montlis' time from approw{ of tliis resofution. 

It is liere6y OllfPEf/!$<D tfiat tliis <gpo nm"'rmon the minutes of Commissilmers Court 

. Steve <J{ptfac( 
Commissioner, <Prednct 3 

tliis 13 ·"D:.~~19. 
"-_.......,-Jr~ 

<Ditlne 'Trautman, County Cferl 
'}{arris County, 'I'E X .ft. S 

Revised B.l2.19 at 1:57 p.m. 



On this the 13th day of August, 2019; the Commissioners Court of Harris County, Texas, sitting as the 
governing body of Harris County, at a regular meeting of the Court, upon motion of Commissioner Ellis, 
seconded by Commissioner A. Garcia, duly put and carried: 

IT IS ORDERED to direct the County Engineering Department and Flood Control to include in their North 
Houston Highway Improvement Project evaluation recommendations for TxDOT to address community 
concerns, mitigate adverse impacts, and provide benefits to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The vote of the Court on the above motion was as follows: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTENTIONS: 

Five (Judge Hidalgo, Commissioners Ellis, A. Garcia, Radack, and Cagle) 
None 
None 

Presented to Commissioners Court 

AUG 1 3 2019 · 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 12:18 PM
To: Christine Bergren; Nicolle Kord; Matthews, Patty
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Jeff Simpler
Subject: FW: I45 Project

Comment on NHHIP  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 12:14 PM 
To: Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I45 Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Carter Stern   
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 9:19 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I45 Project 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

I am writing to register my concern for the current plans for this project and to demand that TXDOT do much more than 
it has to protect historical sites and families. This is a $7bn boondoggle that will irrevocably alter the fabric of many 
communities, for the worse. We don't need more roads. Period.  
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Amanda Austin; "dwiller@HNTB.com"; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
Date: Friday, February 07, 2020 10:00:24 AM

For the record
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:40 AM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 

From: Mark and Brenda Steuer  
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 7:56 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

I urge you to reject the TxDOT I-45 Project as proposed. In its current form, it will increase air
pollution, destroy businesses, homes, and green space, and contribute to increased runoff and
flooding. It is totally unacceptable and a disaster for the city. The concept of massive paved freeways
through city cores is outdated and harmful. Please consider routing traffic around the city and
scaling back this monumental waste of our tax dollars. 
 
Thank you,
Mark Steuer
77007
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:52 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Public Comment to I-45 Expansion
Attachments: Ltr to TxDOT - Public Comment to I-45 Expansion Feb2020.docx

For the record – Greater 5th Ward Super Neighborhood 
 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:21 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Public Comment to I-45 Expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Joetta Stevenson   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 5:02 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Public Comment to I-45 Expansion 
 
From the Greater Fifth Ward Super Neighborhood #55 and collaborators 
 
Joetta Stevenson 
President 
713-502-7181 
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Greater  
Fifth Ward Super Neighborhood #55 

“We Must Represent the Power of a Historic Community” 
 

Joetta Stevenson, President 
 
 
 

(713-502-7181) 
 

 
 
7 February 2020 
 
TxDOT Houston District Office 
Director of Project Development 
VIA EMAIL: HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov 
 

Re: Community Impact Technical Report and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report for North Houston 
Highway Improvement Project 

Dear Sirs:  

I am submitting this letter on behalf of the Greater Fifth Ward Super Neighborhood #55 which stands as 
a thread of collaboration for residents, organizations, and stakeholders in Fifth Ward.  As a historically 
working class African-American community located northeast of downtown Houston, Fifth Ward has 
always been a beacon within the southeast region of Texas.  A beacon that is worthy of sustained, 
maintained, and enhanced quality of life improvements that will be beneficial to all of her families.  We 
need TxDOT to listen and act upon this community’s requests that will minimize the impact of the 
expected loss of residents, housing, and businesses along the path of the construction of the North 
Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP) or what is also known as the I-45 Expansion.  We know 
all too well what has occurred the last two times TxDoT has constructed major freeways (I-10 East and I-
59/69) which has sliced and diced this historic community.  We lost, forever, massive amounts of 
residential housing and small businesses which negatively impacted us both geographically, socially, and 
economically.  The commerce along Lyons Ave. and Jensen Drive was devastated by a lack of entrances 
and exits by a transportation entity that acted in an uncaring and callous manner towards this area 
outside of downtown Houston.  This must not be the case this third time around.  There must be steps 
taken to minimize and compensate for the environmental health impact as well as the increased risk of 
flooding that this construction project will have on our families and children.  Please note that 
historically Fifth Ward has not been subjected to the immobilizing flooding that happens all too often in 
and around Houston.  We would like or better yet, we demand that every effort and technological 
innovation be put in place to make sure we continue to not flood!  

Currently, Fifth Ward is being subjected to gentrification which is displacing residents, developing 
housing that the average resident cannot afford to purchase or rent and driving property taxes up for 
current homeowners to unmanageable rates.  All of this is taking place in this low to median working 
class community.  We are struggling to preserve our long and rich culture in this area.   

mailto:HOU-piowebmail@txdot.gov


 

This community has nurtured and raised some of the greatest American icons some of which attained 
international fame such as the late Congresswoman Barbara Jordan, Congressman Mickey Leland, jazz 
greats - Illinois Jacquet, Joe Sample, and Hubert Laws, the famed Archie Bell and the Drells (R&B), 
former heavyweight Champion of the World - George Foreman and many others.  We have at least 10 
historic churches over one hundred years old.  The famed Peacock Records is located in Fifth Ward.   

Figure 1-Map of Fifth Ward 



 

So, to be clear, the Greater Super Neighborhood #55 and other collaborators are not in agreement with 
this project moving forward due to several factors including its design, negative environmental impact 
(air, water), limited community flooding safeguards, etc.,  but in spite of our opposition, we recognize 
that should this project move forward we must be direct in asking TxDOT to support and take action on 
the following for Fifth Ward:  

 

1. Pollution  

According to the EPA’s EJ Screen tool, all of the Greater Fifth Ward is in the 95-100th percentile for 
Diesel Particulate Matter (see map below).  

 



The Greater Fifth Ward is in the 90-95th percentile for PM 2.5. Our community’s health and our 
childrens’ health are under attack!  TxDOT should do everything it can to mitigate air and water 
pollution in the Greater Fifth Ward: 

a) Provide funding for air monitors around Bruce Elementary , Secondary DAEP School 
(and other schools, parks, and playgrounds) during the project and after the project is 
completed. Both schools and other facilities will be negatively impacted by massive 
amounts of auto emissions coming from the traffic on I-45, I-59/69, I-10E freeway 
exchange.   

 
b) Implement tree lines along the lots facing I-45 and students’ walking paths to and from 

schools in the neighborhood.  
c) All construction staging areas should be at least 500 ft from sensitive populations, like 

schools, senior facilities, residences, and healthcare facilities. 
d) Place HEPA air filters in Bruce Elementary, Secondary DAEP School and other buildings 

with sensitive populations within 500ft of the highways. 
e) Environmental mitigation (improvements) that will address water pollution due to 

highway and construction runoff. 
 

f) There is a lot of debris and dumping already at the Lockwood exit, this project will only add 
more.  What will TxDOT do to manage the debris it creates during construction so that this 
problem doesn’t get worse?  Please answer with actions. 

 
2. Affordable housing and displacements 

According to the Draft Community Impact Assessment (CIA), “The Preferred Alternative’s proposed 
right-of-way would displace more single-family residences in the Greater Fifth Ward than any other 
super neighborhood in the Segment 3” (CIA 5-85). The project would displace “A total of 32 single-
family residences and 50 multi-family units in Kelly Village” (CIA 5-85). These displacements should 
be added to the tally of over 1000 residences and businesses that were taken from Greater Fifth 
Ward in the original construction of I-10 and US 59/I-69 (Shelton 81).  

We know from the construction of those highways in the 1960s that there was loss of affordability. 
In the book, Power Moves, Kyle Shelton writes, “even with relocation support, most of her renters 
resettled outside of the Fifth Ward because of the high prices and intense competition for housing 
within the ward caused by the displaced scrambling to find shelter” (Shelton 84). As the Draft 
Community Impact Assessment indicates, “affordable housing stock is too sparse to meet the 
growing demand…There is still a significant need for repairs, reconstruction, and more affordable 
housing (particularly for renters and low-income families)” (CIA 5-85); there are only 18 affordable 
rental homes for every 100 extremely low-income renter households in Houston (Cumulative 
Impacts Technical Report, 23). TxDOT should play a major role in providing affordable housing. 

 Greater Fifth Ward is especially vulnerable because “The median income in the Greater Fifth Ward 
is still significantly lower than the median income in the city of Houston” (CIA, 5-85) and Greater 
Fifth Ward is 92.5% Black and Brown (CIA 5-81). Today, this community is already experiencing 
displacements on a large scale as a result of gentrification. 



TxDOT should not only provide assistance to displaced people and businesses, but also address the 
historic harms to the community’s housing stock and economic wealth.  

a) TxDOT should do everything possible to keep people from being displaced. 
b) TxDOT has indicated that it “will provide financial assistance to neighborhoods to 

support specific affordable housing initiatives” (CIA 5-216). TxDOT should provide major 
funding to increase affordable housing in Fifth Ward for low to middle income 
residents that fall within 30% to 80% average median income, especially populations 
that fall under 60% AMI.   

c) We would like to see affordable housing investment similar to that which TxDOT has 
committed to the Independence Heights neighborhood. 

d) TxDOT should consult with the undersigned groups and conduct deep community 
engagement to allocate adequate affordable housing funds. 

e) TxDOT should provide funding to compensate for historic losses of affordable housing 
caused by the construction of I-10 and US 59/I-69. Greater Fifth Ward lost over 1000 
properties. 

f) Please note that the loss of housing within Kelly Village and all of the Clayton Homes, 
which will lower school enrollment throughout our area and probably lead to school 
closures. Enrollment is already down because of flooding-related displacements that 
resulted from unfettered construction in the area.  

g) TxDOT should ensure that its funds go to long-term or permanent affordability projects.  
 

3. Historic preservation and economic development 

Highway projects have intentionally erased the histories and disrupted Black and Brown 
communities since their inception.  

As previously mentioned, Greater Fifth Ward is a historically Black neighborhood, home to Peacock 
Records, politicians Barbara Jordan and Mickey Leland, jazz icon Joe Sample, and other historic sites 
and people. As indicated in the Draft Community Impact Assessment, “the Greater Fifth Ward also 
has several places of worship that are over 100 years old, including Mt. Vernon United Methodist 
Church (1501 Jensen Drive), Sloan Memorial United Methodist Church (3102 Nance Street), and 
Pleasant Grove Missionary Baptist Church (2901 Conti Street)” (CIA 5-82). Mt Vernon United 
Methodist Church, 154 years old, was originally founded by a former slave on Vine Street and has 
since relocated to Jensen Drive (just west of its current location). It is under siege from all sides, 
sitting adjacent to a metal recycler on two sides and just blocks from US 59/I-69 and I-10.  

The neighborhood is full of historic buildings. It has a Cultural Arts District designation. But we 
struggle to have the money to preserve them. All of Houston should be proud of this history and 
want to sustain it. We need to be able to tell these stories. 

As indicated in the Draft Community Impact Assessment, in the 1960s, Greater Fifth Ward was 
divided into pieces by I-10 and then US 59/I-69. In his book, Power Moves, Kyle Shelton writes, “the 
[I-10 and US 59/I-69] interchange alone claimed 890 structures. Of those nearly 900 buildings, 686 
were homes, 101 were businesses, 11 were churches, 5 were schools, and 2 were hospitals… the 
road did not just claim isolated buildings, but instead took well-functioning, essential parts of the 
community, such as the two business corridors along Jensen Drive and Nance Street, which together 

https://www.fifthwardcad.com/


housed almost 40 businesses” (Shelton 81). See the image below for a map of the impact of the 
interchange. The mitigation efforts outlined in the Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report 
should provide remedies for this kind of assault on our neighborhood.  

 

Image from Power Moves by Kyle Shelton 

The impacts of the highway constructions on Greater Fifth Ward are innumerable. The highways 
changed everything from the way children got to and from school to the walkability of the 
neighborhood to the economics of the neighborhood to the neighborhood access to downtown. In 
addition to the loss of two business corridors, Shelton writes, “the flight of consumers and loss of 



their spending power – and a lack of exits off the freeway – combined to threaten the ward’s once 
vibrant business community along Lyons Avenue” (Shelton 84). Although, as the Draft Cumulative 
Impacts Technical Report indicates, “I-10 would not create a new barrier in the Greater Fifth Ward,” 
TxDOT should do everything possible to make up for historic harms to the neighborhood and avoid 
displacing people, history, and culture. 

a) Provide funding and resources to preserve historic structures in our area. For example, 
we have at least 10 churches over one hundred years old.  

b) This community is undergoing gentrification that MUST NOT be allowed to displace 
residents and destroy the history of Fifth Ward as it has done in other historically 
African American neighborhoods (i.e. Freeman’s Town/Fourth Ward, Third Ward, etc.)  

c) Provide high visibility signage along I-59/69 and I-10E that lead to the historic Lyons 
Avenue.  

d) The Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report indicates that TxDOT will improve 
connectivity for neighborhoods affected, such as EaDo and Downtown and the Heights 
and Near Northside. However, the report leaves out such mitigation in the Greater Fifth 
Ward. TxDOT should increase connectivity to support economic development along 
Lyons Avenue to remedy the damage to Greater Fifth Ward’s economy caused by the 
construction of I-10 and US 59/I-69. 

a) Keep the Jensen exit on Meadow because it’s good for access Fifth Ward businesses. 
b) Hire from the Fifth Ward community.  
c) The Draft NHHIP Cumulative Impacts Technical Report says, “The proposed project may 

also slow development rates in areas that would experience access changes or access 
limitations” (page 3); TxDOT should do everything it can to prevent loss of access to and 
from Fifth Ward because it has already done this. 

 
4. Safety and education for pedestrians and bicyclists 

a) Provide funding and resources for safety and education activities for pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  

b) The vehicle/pedestrian bridges that cross over I-10 at Lockwood, Waco and Meadow 
Streets should be revitalized with wider walkways, bike lanes, pedestrian scale lighting 
and more scenic /decorative design, similar to what is seen over I-59 South near 
Greenbriar and Shepard streets. 

c) The old pedestrian overpasses that cross over I-10 at Schweikhardt and Carol Oliver 
Way (formerly Calais) should be rebuilt with wider walkways with lighting. Currently 
the southern end of the bridge literally exits into a lane of the feeder traffic!  Traffic that 
is moving over 40+mph endangering the lives of pedestrians.  

d) Provide funding for wider and ADA accessible sidewalks and bicycle lanes to enhance 
walkability along: 

I. Lyons Avenue leading to I-59/69;  
II. Waco leading to and from I-10E (North and South side of the freeway); 

III. Lockwood Dr. leading to and from I-10E (North and South side of the freeway); 
IV. Quitman/Liberty Rd. leading to I-59/69 

e) Beautification, including park benches and ADA accessible sidewalks along esplanades 
and feeder roads, including, Waco, Lyons, and Lockwood. 



f) Any bicycle accommodations should be actually safe; all bike lanes constructed should 
be protected bike lanes.  

 
 

 
5. Flooding 

a) Provide current technology that will prevent flooding in Fifth Ward, which normally 
does not flood like other Houston neighborhoods.  

 
6. Community engagement 

a) According to the CIA, TxDOT conducted 29 more meetings with Houston Downtown 
Management District than Super Neighborhood 55 (CIA A-3). TxDOT should meet 
significantly more with community members in Greater Fifth Ward to adequately 
mitigate the harm the project will cause.   

We look forward to discussing these improvements and mitigation with you.  

Sincerely, 

Joetta Stevenson 
President, Super Neighborhood 55 

Ernestine Lloyd  
President, Fifth Ward Neighborhood Civic Club 

James Joseph        
President, Fifth Ward B.O.N.D   

Rev.  James Caldwell        
 Director/Founder , C.O.C.O (Coalition of Community Organizations) 



From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty
Cc: Christine Bergren; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); "dwiller@HNTB.com"
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
Date: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:21:42 PM

FYI
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2020 2:17 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 
From: John S   
Sent: Friday, January 03, 2020 11:41 AM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: NHHIP CIA feedback
 
To whom it may concern;
 
I am concerned about the impact of the TxDOT planned I-45 expansion through Houston. 
Time after time, the US has expanded highways, and caused an increase in the induced demand for
highway infrastructure, instead of looking at alternatives. 
I live near the current expansion of "Segment 3", and the area has already stagnated awaiting a
decision and final plan for this expansion. If additional lanes are built, I only see more demand than
exists, and more urban decay along the new highway development. 
I urge you to consider an alternate that has a smaller footprint, and incorporates alternate means of
transportation. Europe has been doing it for years, it is time for the US to catch up. 
 
Thank you, 
John Stultz 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Amanda Austin; Matthews, Patty; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; Christine Bergren; "dwiller@HNTB.com"
Subject: FW: NHHIP
Date: Thursday, January 30, 2020 11:02:06 AM

Comment for the record
 

From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:45 PM
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: NHHIP
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov
 
 

 

From: Kelly Taylor  
Sent: Friday, January 24, 2020 5:33 PM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: NHHIP
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

To whom it may concern,
I live in Houston, the real Houston not the suburbs and I strongly oppose the NHHIP.  Hasn’t all the
flooding in our city sent up red flags on continued concrete expansions?! 
The fact that Houston is one of the most deadly places in the nation to drive and a contributing
factor is all of the highways with increased speed limits as modes of transportation should also be
considered.
https://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/investigations/article/Houston-s-roads-drivers-are-nation-
s-most-12865072.php?fbclid=IwAR2gmsLbhyXm-4MZx9X4oP3uSdq_Uma1hN7oVG3gV3-
N9yURUph5HPX0SeY
 
As a Houstonian that pays city of Houston taxes, the fact that you want to take away more green
space to throw up more concrete is infuriating.  I will also be writing a letter to our Mayor letting him
know my stance and that I am a registered voter.
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Thank you,
Kelly Taylor
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 9:57 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas (jsalinas@HNTB.com); 

Denetia Robinson
Subject: FW: I-45 realignment thru downtown Houston

For the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:39 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 realignment thru downtown Houston 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: texfyre   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 4:56 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 realignment thru downtown Houston 
 
This has to be one of the most wasteful boondoggles ever conceived. 
 
You want to put another freeway below grade in a city notorious for flooding? Look at all the current examples 
that flood with just a few inches of rain.  
 
This $7-10 billion dollars can be better used elsewhere.  
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  

 

 



1

Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 9:57 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: 45 revision 

For the record 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2020 9:39 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: 45 revision 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Melinda Toribio  
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 4:36 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: 45 revision 
 
This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 
 
This is a waste of money to revise an entire highway, repair what’s there and leave it where it is. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-
3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIGaQ&c=TQzoP61-
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=ADVIU3N2WKgglvpixT9-
yCIZMRtohSwv7S2jGs6MQeY&s=duZgtQ37DHFIZ-oUYbsoVOJMuSkEcUdhpjCaOPzbdyQ&e= > 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 12:55 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Eliza Paul; Raquelle Lewis; Varuna Singh
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com); Knowles, Roy
Subject: FW: Greater Northside Management District comments for the NHHIP Community 

Impacts Assessment Technical Report
Attachments: GNMD CIA Technical Report Comments.pdf

For the Record - Greater Northside Management District comments 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:20 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Greater Northside Management District comments for the NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment 
Technical Report 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Anibeth Turcios   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 6:01 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>; Eliza Paul <Eliza.Paul@txdot.gov>; susan.theiss@txdot.gov 
Cc: 'Rebecca Reyna'  Jorge Bustamante 

 
Subject: Greater Northside Management District comments for the NHHIP Community Impacts Assessment Technical 
Report 
 
Dear Texas Department of Transportation - Houston District Office,  
 
Attached are the Greater Northside Management District comments for the North Houston Highway Improvement 
Project - Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Anibeth C. Turcios, MBA 
Deputy Director 
Greater Northside Management District 
615 North Loop East, Suite 104  
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Houston, Texas  77022 
(713) 229-0900 – Office 
(713) 514-3146 – Cell 

 
www.greaternorthsidedistrict.org  
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protect your 
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February 7, 2020 
  
Ms. Eliza Paul, P.E., District Engineer 
Ms. Sue Theiss, Director of Advanced Project Development 
Texas Department of Transportation – Houston District 
P.O. Box 1386 
Houston, TX  77251 
  

RE: North Houston Highway Improvement Project (CSJ: 0912-00-146) 
  
Dear Ms. Paul and Ms. Theiss, 
  
The Greater Northside Management District (GNMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the Texas Department of Transportation’s (TxDOT) proposal for the North Houston Highway 
Improvement Project (NHHIP). As we have commented before, this project touches the District 
on all three segments and will have an everlasting impact on the area.  
 
Our comments are made in consideration to our mission and our goal of increasing economic 
development and encouraging the economic vitality of the District. Our goal is to advise and 
work with TxDOT regarding negative impacts to our commercial property owners and the area’s 
economic health, which is the foundation of the District. 
 
Thank you for the ongoing efforts that the TxDOT Houston District office has made to meet with 
representatives from the District to listen to issues and concerns. In addition, the District is very 
supportive of the City of Houston’s Facilitation Group led by Huitt-Zollars and encouraged by 
the amount of community involvement. The District supports the study of alternative analysis 
and believes there may be an alternative that is fair and will have positive impacts throughout all 
segments. We look forward to the alternatives that have the support of the community and that 
are selected by Mayor Sylvester Turner.   

COMMUNITY  COHESION 
The District believes in maintaining connectivity and cohesion throughout its service area. Since 
the report mentions the Independence Heights/Northline and Northside Livable Center Studies, 
please consider these recommendations to find ways to implement desired outcomes through 
selected design and infrastructure improvements.   
 

❖ In regard to the Independence Heights/Northline Study, many of the suggested 
projects have been on hold due to the expected construction of the NHHIP. The proposed 
project can also support the goal of walkability in the area of underpasses, especially at 
Crosstimbers and I-45, to create a better quality of life. 
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❖ While the report states that “the proposed improvements to I-45 would not create 
a new barrier between the neighborhoods,” the NHHIP project is an opportunity to 
restore accessibility and remove barriers created when the freeway was built many years 
ago.   
 
❖ The District would like to see ways to reconnect our communities. We are 
concerned that the suggested project will increase barriers between our neighborhoods. 
The proposed Deck Park is an innovative idea, yet there seems to be a need for more 
design efforts along the area where the Northside Deck Park is being planned to make it a 
viable park and a way to connect two neighborhoods.  
 
❖ The District has concerns about the proposed removal of the North Street Bridge 
even though we understand that it is necessary. The removal of the North Street Bridge 
will decrease accessibility between two neighborhoods and increase congestion when 
considering the influx of new development, especially on the east side of I-45 North. The 
removal also leaves very limited ways to enter and exit the area, causing potential issues 
in emergency situations and increasing traffic congestion.  
 
We request a traffic count and a more thought-out design of how to move traffic in-and-
around in this area as plans are made for future growth. At a minimum, we are in favor of 
a well-designed bike/pedestrian bridge.  

BUSINESS  IMPACTS  AND  ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS 
This document acknowledges that businesses will be displaced, yet states that the positive 
economic conditions that could occur will counter the impacts. The District requests that these 
positive economic conditions be better defined or quantified and for the report to include more 
developable space in Segments 1 and 2 by maintaining the ROW for commercial, retail and 
residential development than currently exist. We also believe the following strategies could 
lessen the impacts and are concerns that have not yet been addressed and mitigated. 
 
The report acknowledges that businesses near the project that are not impacted by ROW 
acquisition would potentially be impacted by temporary or permanent changes in access or travel 
patterns. Because of these impacts, the District asks that TxDOT consider a business assistance 
program, such as METRO did during the construction of the Red light rail line.  METRO’s 
business assistance program reviewed the profit-and-loss statements and prior year receipts of 
the impacted businesses, and then allocated funds to the businesses to cover their utilities and 
supplement their loss of business.   
 

❖ In regards to impacts, the District believes that one of the impacts that has not 
been addressed or noted is the possible lack of developable space that will be left in much 
of Segments 1 and 2. Within much of Segment 1 that goes through GNMD, the ROW 
that is being acquired is up to the bayou on the west side. On the east side, there are 
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residential and light rail restrictions. Within Segment 2, there are also many restrictions, 
even though there is limited ROW being acquired by the project. This is an issue that we 
believe is in need of more review since the report mentions that “because there are 
available office, retail, and industrial properties and vacant land for sale or lease in the 
vicinity of the proposed project, it is expected that businesses could relocate in the area if 
they desire.” Yet, it does not address the property that will be in the immediate area, 
which is a concern, since many of our businesses need locations with close or nearby 
access to the freeway.   
 
❖ To mitigate the loss of property along the interstate, we request that consideration 
be given to engage a study on developing key economic corridors and catalyst projects to 
promote ongoing multimodal improvements and infill development.  

PARKS,  OPEN  SPACE  AND  HIKE  AND  BIKE  TRAILS 
The District believes that amenities such as green space, parks and hike and bike trails, as well as 
safe and attractive sidewalks, are necessities to drive the economic vitality of a community. We 
support that the proposed project will provide continuous sidewalks and shared-use lanes along 
the frontage roads in all areas. We ask that the design follow the standards set by the District’s 
Urban Design Toolkit and Livable Center Studies. 

  
❖ The District supports the City’s long-term bikeway vision plan. We agree that 
adding amenities and green space will mitigate the increase of ROW and the loss of 
developable land. Adding green space and amenities will balance and encourage 
development to the area as explained in “The Case for Open Space” study by the Urban 
Land Institute.  
  
❖ Special attention and collaboration needs to be given to the design of bridges 
relating to pedestrian and bike accessibility. These bridges will become even more 
important throughout our District due to the loss of open spaces and the loss of safe 
access when traveling from east to west (and vice versa).  
  
❖ The report acknowledges that the new ROW along Little White Oak Bayou will 
reduce open space and affect the visual quality along this segment. No remedies or 
suggestions are included in the report on how to minimize this impact or balance the loss 
of the open space. These aspects could affect future development in the District as 
explained in the “Little White Bayou Connectivity Study” by the Houston Parks Board 
and SWA. We request a study on solutions to minimize these negative impacts.  
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❖ As noted in the report, the realignment of I-10 and I-45 on the north side of 
Downtown would bridge over White Oak Bayou and reduce approximately 18 acres of 
open space (of which approximately 10 acres are within the existing TxDOT ROW). This 
design is of utmost importance and needs to be innovative to create an area that does not 
cut off communities or produce unsafe spaces.  

MOBILITY  AND  ACCESSIBILITY 
The District believes this project is necessary for future mobility, yet we also believe that 
accessibility for our inner-city communities must not be left behind. We urge TxDOT to 
implement a design that not only favors operational efficiency, but also creates community 
access and mobility.  

The report states that the proposed project will improve travel times for goods and services and 
that crashes are anticipated to be reduced by 30 percent on I-45 and 610. While these are goals 
that we all desire and that will benefit many, we want to understand how this is quantified and 
determined. There are several other points and concerns in this section that we would like see 
addressed:  
 

❖ The report (pg. 5-70) mentions that the new ROW and realignments for Segment 
3 help accommodate and tie in streets. These design elements do not appear to exist for 
Segments 1 and 2. We encourage that the same level of thought, design and 
accommodations be used for all segments.   
 
❖ The District asks that TxDOT consider implementing more streetscape 
improvements to our vital economic corridors by adding safety aesthetics (e.g., pedestrian 
connections, lighting and landscaping). Please consider providing these accommodations 
and better access for these corridors: Crosstimbers, Tidwell, Airline, Parker, Cavalcade, 
Patton and North Main.  
 
❖ North Main at I-45 Corridor - The report does not address the removal of the 
southbound North Main Street exit. North Main is a major commercial street with 
businesses, restaurants, churches and other amenities. Accessibility to this major corridor 
is imperative to the economic health of Northside. TxDOT held discussions about 
keeping the southbound North Main exit, yet the report does not mention these 
discussions.   
 
❖ The report discusses the realignment of I-10 north of Downtown and the impact to 
the University of Houston Downtown, but does not elaborate on the access to the North 
Main corridor. This corridor is a major gateway to Northside businesses.  
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❖ In addition, there are safety concerns about the proposed cap that would allow for 
a park over the depressed section of I-45. If the park becomes a reality, the frontage roads 
need to be designed with low speed limits that allow people to safely walk or bike to the 
park. 

MITIGATION  AND  COMMITMENTS 
TxDOT’s commitment to working with the District and community is noted and appreciated. We 
understand progress and know that the North Houston Highway as it stands today needs 
rehabilitation. Yet, we have issues that have not been adequately addressed, some stated already, 
such as the North Main southbound exit. While the project is needed, the current design places 
burdens on the Greater Northside area, which could be seen as an inequitable share of negative 
impacts. There are commitments the District feels are necessary for the economic health of our 
area.   
 

❖ We acknowledge that TxDOT is committed to the San Jacinto expansion, and we 
are grateful for that consideration. We request that every effort be made to completely 
build out this expansion before the project is completed. This is especially important as 
an access point to Hardy Yards (as mentioned in Segment 3, pg. 4-15). We ask that the 
verbiage detail that connectivity to Downtown is vital for the success of this 
development.  
 
❖ The District asks that TxDOT consider maintaining ongoing access to North Main 
from both I-10 and I-45 to improve the economic prosperity of the corridor. In addition, 
we recommend that the following commitments be added to Table 6-2.  

• Keep the Jensen eastbound exit. 
• Keep Providence at grade to allow for business access. 

NOISE  
We request that in areas where a noise barrier is being constructed, the District and the 
community collaborate on the design to ensure that the design is cohesive throughout our District 
(Table 6-1, Item 3). We also request that the project include a long-term maintenance plan with 
increased attention to trash and graffiti.  

HOMELESSNESS  
We recognize that homelessness is a complex and multi-level issue and cannot be resolved by 
the NHHIP project. Our organization spends considerable time, funding and resources to address 
the tons of trash left by the homeless, specifically in the underpasses of I-45 and 610.  
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The District has worked with and appreciated the help that TxDOT has given and the resources 
spent to address the issue on the TxDOT right of way. We hope that consideration is given to 
implement mitigation strategies using environmental design to help reduce homeless 
encampments and littering in underpass areas.  
 
We respectfully ask that the agency review the impact that this project will have on present and 
future inner-city neighborhoods and economic growth. Our vision for the Northside is to improve 
its economic development while retaining its historical features. We have concerns that this 
project will have significant impacts on both.  Please use this project as an opportunity to 
improve the quality of life of the Greater Northside.  
 
We look forward to continuing to work with you to ensure the best transportation project for all 
concerned. Please feel free to contact me directly if you have any questions or concerns. 
  
Best regards, 
  
  
  
  
Rebecca Reyna 
Executive Director 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 1:01 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Christine Bergren; Amanda Austin; Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: 45 Improvement Project Question

I have already responded to this question, but forwarding it along for the record too.  
 
Terri   
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:55 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: 45 Improvement Project Question 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Maria Iosue   
Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2020 4:37 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: 45 Improvement Project Question 
 
If we own a residential property that is just outside of the new proposed TxDot right of way and that property loses 
value, do we have any financial recourse?  
 
For example, if we are currently 1 block from the highway feeder but the proposed right of way would end right in front 
of our house and essentially have us overlooking the highway or feeder road directly - What options would we have? 
 
Thanks! 
 
Maria Turlan 
832.524.6144 |  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:49 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'
Subject: FW: I-45

FYI - comment 
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:29 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I-45 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Villanueva, Amanda Ingersoll [   
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 8:27 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I-45 
 

This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and 
know the content is safe. 

“If all you have is a hammer, everything looks like a nail”. TxDOT’s answer to everything is a highway. Houston does not 
need more construction that will only delay the inevitable of saturating our city with cars. We are a city designed for cars in 
a world that cannot be sustained with them. Our city does not need more cement that does not soak up rain water. We 
need mass transit solutions so that more green spaces (not your tiny green spaces on top of the highway) that will serve 
as the grasslands we’ve destroyed. Please do not build this awful expansion.  
 
Amanda Ingersoll Villanueva, M. Ed. 
Assistant Dean of Students 
The University of St. Thomas – Houston  
(713) 525-3512 
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 8:01 AM
To: Sterry, Robin
Cc: Matthews, Patty; Denetia Robinson; Christine Bergren
Subject: FW: Subject; Objection to installation of Root Barrier on our property.
Attachments: 08_NHHIP_Seg3_SH288_RollPlot_PH_1-1.pdf; St. Emanuel Lot Picture .pdf

Robin – can you tell me if this property is the only one that would vote for the wall? 
 
Terri   
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 2:44 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Subject; Objection to installation of Root Barrier on our property. 
 
 
 
Kristina Hadley 
Public Information Officer 
TxDOT Houston District 
Office: (713) 802-5076  Cell: (832) 388-4715 
Kristina.Hadley@txdot.gov 
 
Follow us on twitter @txdothouston 
Watch us @www.youtube.com/txdotpio 
 

From: TARA   
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 1:35 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Cc: viswanath Bala  
Subject: Subject; Objection to installation of Root Barrier on our property. 
 
 

 Property Location: Parcel: 211 on St. Emanuel 

  

Dear Sir, TNL Associates an LLC partnership own the property at the corner of McGowan Street and Chartres Street in 
Great Third Ward Section.     

See attached PDF with title St. Emanuel Lot  
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       We understand that TXDOT is acquiring a portion of our property for North Houston Highway 
improvement project.  

  

       Our property is located in Segment 3 of the schematics as published in December 2019. Please see link 
below: 

http://ih45northandmore.com/docs13/08_NHHIP_Seg3_SH288_RollPlot_PH_1-1.pdf 

  

       Per the latest schematics published in December 2019 (above link) a continuous noise Barrier is 
proposed on Chartres Street.  

  

       The proposed noise barrier runs through on our corner property and makes our property to lose all 
value. See above link attached pdf drawing. 

  

       TNL Associates STRONGLY OBEJCTS INSTALLATION OF the SOUND/Noise BARRIER for the following 
reasons: 

1.     Our property was slated and purchased as commercial and we are paying higher property tax all 
the years that we own since 2007. 

2.     In 2017, We had an approved permit from TXDOT to construct an access drive way from Chartres 
Street to our property to construct a gas station.  

3.     We had a sale contract for a new Gas Station to be built on our property and the buyer withdrew 
and forfeited a large deposit when they found out from TXDOT regarding acquisition of portion of 
our property facing Chartres Street. 

4.     By installing a NOISE BARRIER, our property not only loses its commercial potential and also a 
portion of our strip becomes very narrow totally useless land. TNL Associates may lose all the 
investment in its entirety that we have vested in this commercial entity. 

  

       Based on the above concerns TNL Associates requests that TXDOT should  re-reconsider  

a). Installation of noise barrier, especially on our property since it was deemed commercial  

OR   

b). Purchase our entire property of 20,000 Sq. ft. (copy of our survey is attached for your reference) if sound 
barrier cannot be eliminated.  
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Yours Truly 

 Bala Viswanath 

President 

TNL Associates  

……Address…. 

Phone no 832-724-4610 

 

  
To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  

 

 



NOTES:

I-ALL BEARINGS AND COORDINATES 
SHOWN HEREON ARE REFERENCED 
TO THE TEXAS COORDINATE SYSTEM, 
SOUTH CENTRAL ZONE <4204J,
NORTH AMERICAN DATUM OF 1983.
CORS 96 EPOCH 2002.00.ESTABL1SHEO 
FROM THE TXOOT CORS NETWORK AND 
VERIFIED WAY. 2017. HORIZONTAL 
CONTROL VALUES ARE BASED ON 
HOLDING THE PUBLISHED VALUES 
FOR MWflJUENTS: 004 (H-281 ,OOS(H-32). 
COSIH20002411,007(H-98),
008IH20002421.009 <H-213,0101H-20), 
OH <H-92),019<H-93),020<H-18), 
021IH-5J, 022<H-90), 023(N1020398). 
024 <H-16), 025 <H-89),026<N1020388), 
027IH-3).

2. COORDINATES AND DISTANCES ARE 
U-S. SURVEY FEET, DISPLAYED IN 
SURFACE VALUES AND WAY BE 
CONVERTED TO GRID BY OIVIOING BY 
THE TXDOT SURFACE ADJUSTMENT 
FACTOR OF 1.00013.

3. ABSTRACT INC AND DEED RESEARCH 
WAS PERFORMED BY P05TLE 
PROPERTY SERVICES INC. FROU 
APRIL, 20) 7 TO JULY, 20) 7.

4. FIELD INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON h 
IS BA5ED ON AN 'ON-THE-GROUND" _ 
SURVEY PERFORMED BY COBB.
FENDLEY & ASSOCIATES,INC.
FROM APRIL. 201 7 TO JULY,20) 7. H

6.PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY BASELINE VT 
MAY NOT MATCH PROPOSED 
CONSTRUCTION BASELINE OR 
AS-BUILT BASELINE DUE TO 
DESIGN CHANGES.

<S>

INTERSTATE HWY.69 
PROPOSED BASELINE 
CURVE DATA 
A-00' 38‘ 27“ (LT> 
R-5, 000. 00" 
L*55-92‘
T-27.96*
" JB-N33*I0'39”E

SO

„n1 LHB-rtii-iU
■fX94tK759 CHL-55.92- 
t 33%6«' PI STA. 996*01.

uuia i, c, io. it cs i 
LOT 11 6 <W 25'3LOT 4, 
BLOCK C
H.C.C.F. No. 20060085031 
F.C. No. 029-81-0398 
SEP TEASER 28, 2006 
O.P.R.R.P.H.C.

\ LAUREN SCHWARTZ MINTZ 
Y AND JORDAN HOWARD MINTZ 

50' x25' OF LOT 15,
BLOCK C
H.C.C.F. No. J721882 
F.C. No.096-81-1530 
SEPTEM3ER 24, 1984 
O.P. R.R. P.H.C.

tvC.B.J. INVESTMENT GROUP LLC. 
' THE EAST 58. SO FT. OF LOT 1. 

BLOCK '8"
H.C.C.F. No. RP-2016-297063 
JUNE 14, 2016 
0. P.R. R.P.H.C,

\ QUANG VAN VO
y WEST 41.5 FT. OF LOTS ONE <1) 

ft TWO<23 AND THE EAST 17 FT.
OF THE SOUTH 100 FT. OF 
LOT SIXTEEN063, IN BLOCK *B" 
H.C.C.F. No.Z100059 
F.C. No. 013-02-0948 
0ECEM3ER 29, 2005 
O.P.R.R.P.H.C.

\GERSON CWEREN AND JOSEPH CWEflEN 
/LOT 3 ()7'X50’3 OF LOT 16,
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 10:39 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report

For the record.  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 12:16 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Kay Warhol   
Sent: Friday, February 7, 2020 10:47 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report 
 
With regard to the impacts and related mitigation identified in the report, it appears that potential issues have been 
covered extensively (except that I could not find references to potential for increased flooding), however, the actual 
impact of those issues seems to be minimized. I question the starting premise that the project at its currently defined 
scale is necessary and will ultimately benefit the city as a whole, and therefore, as long as mitigation alternatives can be 
identified for the negative impacts, then it’s “worth it.” There need to be clearer benefits for the people who live, work, 
etc. in the neighborhoods adjacent to the project, not simply mitigation of the negative impacts. 
 
I support ideas like shifting the routing of I-45 so that Downtown is no longer completely surrounded by freeways, but 
why not further consolidate, and route I-45 and 59/69 together through the east side of Downtown, without increasing 
the current footprint? Or consider an alternative idea being floated, to route I-45 east at 610, bypassing Downtown, 
since most of the southbound traffic does not exit in Downtown?  
 
I applaud efforts to reconnect neighborhoods and remove visual barriers through depressing sections of freeway and 
building caps. But often, the report acknowledges that barriers through and between neighborhoods were created in 
the past when the freeways were initially built, but then says that the expansion will not add a barrier. The project 
should put more focus on removing barriers and building connections. 
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Although the project provides facilities that can be used for transit, there must be much more focus on transit as a key 
part of the solution. It has been shown that expanding roadways does not solve traffic problems. As a region, we have to 
put more investment in transit to address mobility for our growing population. Transit needs to be front and center in 
projects such as this. Add capacity for moving people with transit, not more lanes for cars. Provide dedicated lanes for 
express busses/BRT and future modes in place of general vehicle lanes – do it without increasing the footprint of the 
roadway.  
 
 
Thank you, 
Kay 
 
Kay Warhol 

 
713.206.4610 
 
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 11:07 AM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Amanda Austin; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Joel Salinas 

(jsalinas@HNTB.com)
Subject: FW: Neighborhood response to Draft Community Impacts Assessment

This seems like a comment that we should research and respond back directly. Thoughts? 
 
Terri   
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 10:59 AM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Neighborhood response to Draft Community Impacts Assessment 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Kerry C. Whitehead   
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:38 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>; Cisneros, Karla - CNL  
Cc: Stop I45 ; Susan Graham < ; Jennifer - PD Ostlind 

; Michael Skelly  
Subject: Neighborhood response to Draft Community Impacts Assessment 
 
Dear NHHIP Study Team, 
 
I write to you today as an elected leader of the Glen Park Civic Club (GPCC). Glen Park will be impacted by Segment 2 of 
the I-45 expansion, and is referenced on page 5-57 of the “Draft Community Impacts Assessment” dated simply 
“December 2019”. Please see the portion below that is in question, and prompted this letter: 
  
 
The NHHIP Study Team met with representatives of the Glen Park subdivision to discuss the 31 removal of the 
North Street bridge and options to access across I-45 from the Glen Park 32 subdivision. In response to the 
community’s request to improve greenspace along Little White 33 Oak Bayou with connecting trails to Woodland 
Park and Moody Park, TxDOT will provide an 34 opening at Little White Oak Bayou for a new trail just south of the 
North Street bridge to 35 connect Woodland Park and Moody Park, which does not exist today. Additionally, 
TxDOT will 36 provide pedestrian-bicycle accommodations on the North Main Street bridge. TxDOT will 37 
propose an opening conducive to bicycle/pedestrian crossings at Little White Oak Bayou 38 under I-45 just north 
of Patton Street and at Little White Oak Bayou under I-610. 
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None of GPCC officers, nor anyone else with whom we’ve spoken, recalls a meeting with TxDot or the NHHIP Study 
Team. We respectfully request additional detail on when the reported meeting occurred, and who any representatives 
may have been. 
 
To be quite honest, we are concerned that a developer who recently purchased land in our tiny, dead-end neighborhood, 
and is attempting to open a bar, may be the referenced representation. If that is the case, rest assured that this entity, one 
which is not yet open, and currently does not yet even have a permitted legal right-of-way to get to the future 
establishment, does not speak for the 65 or so households that comprise the rest of the neighborhood.  
 
That said, we the residents of the neighborhood, would welcome such an opportunity to provide our input in meeting 
setting with the NHHIP, as is suggested in the document. We have attended several meetings individually. The closure of 
the North Street bridge to vehicular traffic would be devastating to us. While a bike and pedestrian path is perhaps better 
than nothing, it is far from acceptable. We have dozens of people traversing that bridge multiple times a day, getting their 
children back and forth to their zoned school.  
 
Furthermore, a hike and bike trail that jumps (and includes the construction of a costly and wholly unnecessary bridge) 
Little White Oak Bayou right into the future bar’s parking lot, would not be a service to the residents. Though it would 
clearly benefit the bar.  
 
Please let us know what steps we can take to set the record straight regarding “Glen Park’s” position on the North Street 
Bridge and the proposed hike and bike trail. 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jack Hart 
 
Kiki Przewlocki 
 
Kerry Whitehead  

  
To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  

 

 



07 February 2020

Eliza Paul, P.E.
District Engineer
Texas Dept. of Transportation
Houston District Office
7600 Washington Ave.
Houston, Texas 77007

Re: Comments on Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, North Houston
Highway Improvement Project, December 2019.

Dear Ms. Paul:

The White Oak Bayou Association (WOBA) appreciates this opportunity to provide our
comments on TxDOT’s December 2019 Draft Cumulative Impacts Technical Report for
the North Houston Highway Improvement Project (NHHIP). We are concerned about a
number of potentially significant cumulative environmental impacts associated with this
project, which we believe are not being adequately addressed in the Environmental
Impact Statement process in accordance with Federal regulations cited therein (i.e., 40
CFR §1 508.7.)

In fact, as summarized on Table 1 of the report, none of the following resources / issues
is to be given any further consideration in the Cumulative Impacts Assessment:

• Economic Conditions Vegetation and Wildlife
• Transportation Facilities Threatened and Endangered Species
• Air Quality • Soils and Geology
• Groundwater • Wild and Scenic rivers
• Surface Water Quality • Archeological Resources
• Coastal Zone and Barriers • Historic Resources
• Floodplains • Visual and Aesthetic Resources
• Wetlands and Other Waters of the US • Section 4(f) Resources (parks and

publicly-owned recreational resources)

This leaves only two issues that TxDOT intends to include in its Cumulative Impacts
Analysis. Both of these are within the Community Resources category: Neighborhoods
and Public Facilities, and Environmental Justice. Therefore, apparently TxDOT
contends that no potential impacts to environmental resources, as such, merit further
consideration in the Environmental Impact Assessment process. WOBA finds this
contention incredible, unjustifiable on technical grounds and completely unacceptable.

WOBA readily acknowledges the primacy of the direct human impacts of the 1-45 project
on affected communities, not least neighborhood and environmental justice impacts.

[E)©IIW
Ur#iut JPAIWJ

/ / Ø5J
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Yet, the sweeping dismissal of all other environmental quality issues strikes us as
inconsistent with both the definition of cumulative impacts and TxDOT’s own statements
regarding the scope and purpose of its report.

Tex-DOT opens its report by citing the Council on Environmental Quality definition of
cumulative impacts as “effects on the environment which result from incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
actions,” etc., and also noting that “Cumulative impacts can result from minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” Therefore, TxDOT
claims that its “cumulative impacts analysis focuses on those resources substantially
impacted by the proposed project or those that are currently in poor or declining health
or at risk, even if proposed proiect impacts are relatively smalL”

Yet in fact, as summarized on Table 1 of the report, many of the resources noted above
have been impacted by “past tori present actions,” and/or are currently in “poor or
declining health or at risk.” Therefore, at the very least, it would seem that TxDOT
needs to assess the degree to which these resources will be subjected to additional
(i.e., cumulative) impacts “even if proposed project impacts are relatively smal4” in order
to be consistent with its own premise and compliant with Federal regulation.

Instead, in effect, TxDOT’s perfunctory denial of cumulative impacts seems to come
down to the argument that the project is in a highly developed urban area, which has
already been environmentally degraded, and therefore additional impacts in these areas
are negligible. At the very minimum, it is incumbent upon TxDOT to perform a more
rigorous, and where feasible quantitative, evaluation of these potential impacts at the
local level, rather than dismissing them based on regional trends and sweeping
generalizations.

Our detailed comments below focus on the following subset of resources, which are
most closely associated with WOBA’s core mission: Groundwater, Surface Water
Quality, Vegetation and Wildlife, Section 4(f) Resources (parks and publicly-owned
recreational resources) and Visual and Aesthetic Resources. However, we believe
similar arguments can also be made regarding the dismissal from consideration of
potential cumulative impacts to other resources, including but not necessarily limited to
Economic Conditions and Air Quality.

For example, the probable closure of many local small businesses will likely have a
negative impact on the economic condition of the immediately adjacent communities,
which in some cases are already economically disadvantaged in part by impacts from
the original highway construction projects. Similarly, air quality improvements on a
regional scale notwithstanding, the public health impact on immediately adjacent
communities (not least on some schools) is also unlikely to be negligible, especially on
top of current and past auto emission impacts from nearby highways. Other
commenters will likely elaborate on these and other issues. WOBA’s position is that the
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potential for significant impacts to these and other resources at the local, community
level deserve serious consideration and rigorous analysis.

The following paragraphs present our specific comments on potential cumulative
impacts on a select subset of environmental resources.

Groundwater. TxDOT’s comments regarding groundwater on Table I are confined to
potential impacts to drinking water aquifers. While we agree that the risk of impacts
there are low, TxDOT also needs to consider cumulative impacts to shallow
groundwater. Our bayous are in part sourced by seepage of shallow groundwater from
springs. Past actions, including channelization of the bayous and disconnection from
the floodplains has disrupted this groundwater-surface water interaction. Part of the
NHHIP involves building subgrade roadways in trenches. These are likely to intersect
the shallow groundwater and cause further disruption of groundwater-surface water
discharge, potentially further affecting stream flow. This potential cumulative impact
should be addressed. The discharge of storm water accumulation in these entrenched
roadways is also likely to have surface water quality impacts as described below.

Surface Water Quality. TxDOT acknowledges that the “several” streams crossed by
the project are already impaired (i.e., “in poor or declining health’), but TxDOT contends
that “the project area includes existing roadway located in an urban area; therefore
encroachment alteration effects to water quality would be mince’ (i.e., “relatively smalL”)
How is this not a direct contradiction of TxDOT’s statement quoted above, that the
cumulative impacts analysis will focus on resources that “are currently in poor or
declining health or at risk, even if proposed project impacts are relatively smala

TxDOT says additional surface water impacts need not be considered further because
“various levels of regulatory protections in place” and “BMPs and design elements” will
obviate a cumulative impact. But this assertion is not supported by any specific
information or analysis regarding either the “minor” nature of “encroachment alteration
effects to water quality,” nor any detail regarding the efficacy of “regulator,’ protections
in place” (in spite of which, the water ways are acknowledged to be impaired), or what
specific “BMPs and design elements before during and after construction” are to be
implemented and specifically how they will prevent or mitigate these potential effects
which have not even been described in the most cursory manner. This is totally
inadequate.

Many of our waterways are “currently in poor or declining health or at fisk,” to use
TxDOT’s words, but none more so than White Oak Bayou. Ten miles of its channel was
enlarged and paved in the 1960s and 70s and it’s banks cleared of shade trees. These
past actions have resulted in the virtual destruction of the aquatic ecosystem,
disconnection of the stream from its flood plain and ongoing impairment. As an example
of ongoing impairment, paving and removal of shade result in artificially high summer
water temperatures, causing depressed dissolved oxygen content, which in turn can

3
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harm aquatic life, potentially including fish kills. Additional acres of 1-45 lanes will equate
to more storm water runoff and potentially significant heat impacts. In a summer storm,
the first flush of runoff from sub-baked pavement can be quite hot. The incremental
impact of this heat input could make the difference between a merely unhealthy
condition and a fish kill. At a minimum, calculations using actual data or at least realistic
assumptions should be made to assess the potential cumulative impact of increased
runoff and associated heat flux.

Also, as noted above, the discharge into the bayous of storm water accumulation in the
submerged roadways should also be addressed as a potential surface water quality
cumulative impact. The effluent could potentially be a significant source of pollutants,
not least in the form of oil, grease and fuel from flood-stranded vehicles. This potential
impact should be addressed in the cumulative impacts analysis.

In addition, more freeway lanes will equate to more lifter and more floatable trash in the
bayous making its way downstream to Galveston Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. However
many thousands of dollars TxDOT currently spends on trash removal, there is always
more trash flying out of car windows and the beds of pickup trucks to replace it. If not
for the ongoing efforts of many entities such as Houston Parks and Recreation
Department, Houston Parks Board, Buffalo Bayou Coalition, neighborhood civic
associations and many other volunteer groups and individuals, whether working in
organized events such as Trash Bash or in every day ad hoc efforts, things would be
even worse. And with the 1-45 expansion there is no reason to expect that they won’t
get worse. There is no rational basis for assuming that more traffic volume will not
equate to proportionally more trash in the bayous. TxDOT should not be allowed to
disregard this important potential cumulative surface water quality impact (and the
additional taxpayer dollars that will be spent on efforts to clean it up.

Vegetation and Wildlife. The lower portion of the White Oak Bayou Greenway,
particularly from Stude and White Oak Parks down the University of Houston Downtown
(UHD) and the confluence with Buffalo Bayou at Allen’s Landing, is one of the most
productive and diverse bird habitats in the city, due in large measure to the relatively
healthy stands of tall grass prairie vegetation. This area represents an important, but
unfortunately rare fragment of what was once a continuous riparian corridor,
having some of the highest avian diversity inside Beltway 8. White Oak Park, about one
mile upstream from the project, has recorded 178 species of birds just within the past
several years. Unfortunately, recent expansion of the UHD campus destroyed a not
insignificant portion of this rich feeding and nesting habitat. Encroachment by the 145
expansion will almost certainly lead to a further cumulative impact and TxDOT should
be required to assess it.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources. The footprint of the proposed project represents a
significant encroachment upon the White Oak Bayou Greenway, 18 acres by one
estimate. Many comments have previously been made at public meetings and

4
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elsewhere regarding the visual impacts of the multiple additional elevated freeway
lanes, which will essentially eliminate the nearly unobstructed “iconic” vista down the
White Oak Bayou Greenway to the downtown skyline. TxDOT is effect says: Yes we
will be creating visual blight on this part of the landscape but by removing elevated
freeway lanes elsewhere we will be removing the blight we created historically (but did
not in any way mitigate.) TxDOT does not bother to note that the amount of blight that
would be removed is not proportional to the amount of blight they are creating. The
removal of a small piece of 1-10 is not in scale even on the same order of magnitude as
the addition of seven new overpasses with the loss of 18 acres of greenspace. This
approach fundamentally says: Yes, we will have a greater cumulative impact on a
resource in one place, but it’s ok because we’re going to improve it somewhat
somewhere else where we have already made a significant negative impact. A zero-
sum game approach would not be unacceptable, but this is not even zero sum, it
represents a significant net gain in blight.

Section 4(f) Resources (parks and publicly-owned recreational resources.) It is
also not at all clear how or why the construction of a multi-overpass freeway project
over the White Oak Bayou Greenway, with the loss of 18 acres of greenspace, does not
constitute an impact to a park or publicly-owned recreational resource. This is another
cumulative impact which TxDOT has chosen, but should not be allowed, to completely
ignore.

In summary, TxDOT needs to significantly expand its cumulative impacts analysis to
realistically address these and other concerns, instead of merely brushing them aside
on the basis that the damage has been done and what we do next doesn’t really matter.
Again, this is inconsistent with the concept of evaluating potential cumulative impacts as
stated in federal regulation and as such, is not acceptable.

More generally, and going beyond our specific concerns regarding the logical
inconsistencies in TxDOT’s consideration of cumulative impacts, we question whether it
is in the best long-term interest of the greater Houston region to go forward with this
project as designed, even if some or all of these impacts were ultimately to be somehow
mitigated rather than blithely ignored. We know empirically that freeway expansion
leads to more traffic, more congestion and more pollution. Any reductions in traffic
congestion are temporary as the additional capacity is soon taken up by more traffic.
The 1-10 expansion in west Houston, among many other projects clearly demonstrates
this. Expanded freeways also contribute to congestion and pollution by reducing the
incentive to use existing mass transit resources and to develop additional alternatives.

It also has been demonstrated that downtown Houston is not the destination for most of
the 1-45 traffic approaching from either north or south. Rather, most of this traffic is just
passing through. So, why route it through the center of town? Why not instead consider
routing it around downtown via 1-610, Beltway 8, Hardy Toll Road and or US 59 / 1-69?
Such an alternative approach has the potential to eliminate many of the socio
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economic, neighborhood and environmental justice impacts to the local communities
associated with the NHHIP as proposed, as well as the specific concerns described
above.

We urge TxDOT to take a more forward thinking approach that better takes into account
community and environmental costs. At a minimum, TxDOT should honestly and
rigorously account for the undeniable cumulative impacts the NHHIP will have on our
environment and our community.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to provide our comments. For your convenience we
are also resubmitting our prior comments on this project, originally submitted June 9,
2017. Should you have any questions regarding our concerns, please call me at 713-
775-7330 or email me at .

Sincerely,

Robert S. Lee, P.C.
President, White Oak Bayou Association

wI enclosure

Cc:
Mayor Sylvester Turner, City of Houston
James Koski, Office of the Mayor, City of Houston
Margaret Wallace Brown, Planning Department, City of Houston
Karla Cisneros, Houston City Council District H
Abby Kaiman, Houston City Council District C
Rodney Ellis, Commissioner, Harris County Precinct 1
Anna Eastman, Member Elect, Texas House of Representatives, District 148
Mail Zeve, Chief Operations Office, Harris County Flood Control District
Michael Skelly, Make 145 Better Coalition
Dr. Sarah Bernhardt, President & CEP, Bayou Preservation Association
Ann Lents, Chair, Memorial Heights Redevelopment Authority
Charles Place, Managing Director of Capital Projects,, Houston Parks Board
Dr. George Guillen, Director, Environmental Institute of Houston, UH Clear Lake

6
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The project design, especially in the subgrade sections, should take into account the
potential disruption of stream flow, and should not impose barriers to future
improvements to the lower reaches of White Oak Bayou, which may include removal of
concrete paving and restoration of a meandering channel. When concerns about runoff
and flood potential were raised with one of TxDOT’s representatives at a 2015 public
meeting, the response was that some of the kinks” (i.e., meanders) in the channel
might have to be straightened our in order to move the water downstream faster and

prevent flooding. This is absolutely the incorrect approach and it is hoped that this
response does not in any way reflect TxDOT’s actual intended mitigation strategy.

Finally, the project design should safely accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic
adjacent to and crossing the freeway, and especially along the waterways. Houston’s
Bayou Greenways 2020 project has begun a program of major enhancements to and
expansion of our parks along the bayous, including improvements to neighborhood
access to the parks and connectivity between them. The proposed project should
provide for improved access to the parks and should not result in barriers to pedestrians,
bicyclists or wildlife. In particular, the project should be designed to accommodate
shared-use trails along Little White Oak Bayou from its confluence with White Oak
Bayou to the upstream limits of the project, with a connector to Moody Park, as outlined
by the Houston Parks Board in its letter to TxDOT dated 3 December 2013.

In summary, while the preliminary design for the portion of the project near downtown
has undeniable esthetic appeal, and may enhance automobile traffic through the city, it
poses significant potential for adverse impacts to our local waterways and to the
accessibility and connectivity of our parks. Therefore, WOBA very strongly urges
TxDOT to take these concerns into account in its final plan and design.

Again, we appreciate this opportunity to provide our comments on the project. Should
you have any questions regarding our concerns, please feel free to call me at 713-775-
7330.
Sincerely,

Robert S. Lee
Vice President
White Oak Bayou Association

9 June 2017

2



TxDOT District Office
Director of Project Development
P.O. Box 1386
Houston, TX 77251-1386
Email: HOU-piowebmaNtxdotgov

RE: North Houston Highway Improvement Project — I 45 Beltway 8 to US 59 - Public
Comments

Dear Director of Project Development,

The White Oak Bayou Association (WOBA) appreciates this opportunity to provide
comments on the North Houston Highway Improvement Project. WOBA is a non-profit
advocacy organization whose mission is to promote greater public awareness,
appreciation, and enjoyment of the White Oak Bayou, its tributaries and environs by
advocating the preservation, restoration, and maintenance of the natural wildlife habitats
thereof, while promoting compatible educational and recreational opportunities within the
area.

WOBA would like to express its concerns with respect to the potential for significant
environmental impacts of the proposed reconstruction of 1-45 on Houston’s bayous and
adjacent wetlands along the full reach of the project, and in particular on White Oak
Bayou, its tributary Little White Oak Bayou, and its receiving stream, Buffalo Bayou. Our
major areas of concern are the potential for the project to exacerbate flooding, further
disrupt surface water hydrology and shallow groundwater discharge, cause further
deterioration of water quality and wildlife habitat, and create potential barriers to
pedestrian and wildlife mobility. On the other hand, we see the potential for
improvements in some of these area by proper deign and implementation of the project.
Houston’s ever-expanding freeways are an immense source of stormwater runoff into
the bayous and significant contributor to flooding. Runoff from roads impacts water
quality, and therefore aquatic habitat, in the immediately receiving streams and in
downstream water bodies, including Galveston Bay. Water quality impacts include the
presence of oil and other pollutants, trash and, during summer, excess heat which
reduces the water’s capacity for dissolved oxygen. The subgrade sections of the project
could potentially result in such impacts even in dry weather if pumping is required to
prevent road flooding by shallow groundwater seepage.

The project’s design should mitigate for these impacts by incorporating vegetated
detention basin, engineered wetlands and any other appropriate elements to reduce the
flow rate into the bayous and remove pollutants. The project should include mitigation
not only for the currently proposed construction, but also for past freeway construction
projects that predated mitigation requirements.

9 June 2017
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:48 AM
To: Amanda Austin; Matthews, Patty; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Christine Bergren
Subject: FW: I45 Expansion

Comment for record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:29 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: I45 Expansion 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 

From: Jody R Wilding   
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2020 3:55 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: I45 Expansion 
 
Don’t want it!!! I live in First Ward just a few blocks from 45.  How many complaints and statements saying we don’t 
want it does it take for you to listen? 
 
Jody Rae Wilding 
Business Analyst for 
Facility & Campus Operations 
Houston Baptist University 
281-649-3070 
281-649-3793 Fax 
•´¯`•.¸.•´¯`•.¸ ><((((º> 
  
The future belongs to those who believe in the beauty of their dreams…..  
Eleanor Roosevelt 
 
 
NOTICE: This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and confidential 
information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you 
are hereby notified that any reading, dissemination, distribution, copying, or other use of this message or its 
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attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by 
telephone (281-649-3000), and delete this message and all copies and backups thereof. Thank you.  
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:46 PM
To: Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren
Cc: Denetia Robinson; 'dwiller@HNTB.com'; Amanda Austin
Subject: FW: Moving I45

FYI – comment  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:24 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Moving I45 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Sarah Williams   
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 4:11 PM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Moving I45 
 
Moving I 45 is wasteful and ignorant. You will not change how people commute in Houston. It is just a giant 
money grab and waste of time and energy. Please cancel this before more harm is done. 
  

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
A Texas 
Department  
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Conrad, Ben

From: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 9:33 AM
To: Amanda Austin; Matthews, Patty; Christine Bergren; Knowles, Roy
Cc: Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss
Subject: FW: Comment on North Houston Highway Improvement Project

Comment for the record  
 
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 3:15 PM 
To: Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Comment on North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
 
 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Public Information Office 
Houston District 
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov 
 
 

 
 
From: Cheyn Worn   
Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2020 11:25 AM 
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov> 
Subject: Comment on North Houston Highway Improvement Project 
 
Hi, 
 
I have a comment on this project. I think the project as proposed is unnecessary, expensive, and short-sighted. Houston 
must consider a future beyond cars for commuting to high density areas, to reduce automobile traffic and thereby 
pollution and our impact on climate change. If you expand the freeways, it will only make automobile traffic and 
pollution worse in the long run. Case in point is the Katy Freeway. It's one of the largest freeways in North America and, 
but a few years after completion, is now one of the most congested. That'd be I-45's fate too. 
 
I believe we should start following other cities' examples in reducing car infrastructure. Let us either bulldoze the Pierce 
Elevated like San Francisco and the Embarcadero or turn it into a park like New York's high line. Invest the rest of the 
money for widening I-45 into creating a commuter rail system to replace and/or enhance current HOV lanes and Park & 
Rides. Dallas's DART, Denver's "Line" system, and Boston's Commuter Rail are all great examples of how this could be 
achieved. 
 
--  
Regards, 
 
Cheyn L. Worn 
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From: Terri Dedhia
To: Matthews, Patty; Sterry, Robin
Cc: Knowles, Roy; Denetia Robinson; Sue Theiss; Christine Bergren; Nicolle Kord; Carlos Swonke
Subject: FW: TxDOT Internet E-Mail
Date: Friday, December 13, 2019 12:04:17 PM

First comment today - I assume the comment is regarding the CIA tech report, but it doesn't specifically say.

Terri

-----Original Message-----
From: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 11:52 AM
To: Denetia Robinson <Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov>; Terri Dedhia <Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov>
Subject: FW: TxDOT Internet E-Mail

Texas Department of Transportation
Public Information Office
Houston District
HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 10:44 AM
To: HOU-PIOWebMail <HOU-PIOWebMail@txdot.gov>
Subject: TxDOT Internet E-Mail

Name: Mr. felix zacarias<f
Address:
 1109 summer st
 houston, TX 77007

Phone:
 (330) 285-3217

Requested Contact Method: Email

Reason for Contact: Customer Service
Complaint: No

Comment: North Houston Highway improvement project.
Please add SOUND WALLS along the freeway I10 look at my house location  . Too many lands of traffic and high sound

[A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) message]<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.txdot.gov_inside-
2Dtxdot_media-2Dcenter_featured.html&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=1fFDew4YlTayjO-mZvS5A0v3wfRm-
RR_IR_H0AC1NkQ&m=tPdInc8Jye_4PLBXy3BssbvMP1q4CUfKA5d4wgneNAI&s=yPd6P9Ss5Fsjymz9OJDcI3K0FrMJ7SRf4sunJjD62uk&e=
>

mailto:Terri.Leeson@txdot.gov
mailto:Patty.Matthews@aecom.com
mailto:Robin.Sterry@jacobs.com
mailto:Roy.Knowles@aecom.com
mailto:Denetia.Robinson@txdot.gov
mailto:Sue.Theiss@txdot.gov
mailto:Christine.Bergren@txdot.gov
mailto:Nicolle.Kord@txdot.gov
mailto:Carlos.Swonke@txdot.gov
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